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BRENT M. CHRISTENSEN,
Complainant,

MUR 4896
SUBURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION,
an unincorporated association of Ilinois
municipal corporations; VILLAGE OF

L BENSENVILLE, ILLINOIS; JOHN GEILS,

o individually and in hig capacity as President of
B Village of Bensenville, Ilinois; CITY OF PARK
= RIDGE, ILLINOIS; RONALD WIETECHA,

individually and in his capacity as Mayor of City
. of Park Ridge, linois; CITY OF ELMHURST,

7 ILLINOIS; THOMAS MARCUCCY, individually

"a and in his capacity as Mayor of City of Elmhurst,

= Hilinois, VILLAGE OF ELK GROVE, ILLINOIS;

& CRAIG JOHMSON, individually and in his

capacity as President of Village of Elk Grove,

= Tilinods, VILLAGE OF ITASCA, ILLINGIS;

e GIGI GRUBER, individually and in her capacity
as President of Village of Itasca, Hinois;
VILLAGE OF ROSELLE, TLLINOIS; GAVLE
SMOLINSK], individually and in his capacity as
Mavor of Village of Roselle, Rlinois; CITY OF
DES PLAINES, ILLINOIS; PAUL JUNG,
individually and in his capacity as Mayor of City
of Des Plaines, Illinois;, VILLAGE OF LISLE,

w ILELINOQIS; RONALD GHILARDY, individually

f and in his capacity as Mayor of Village of Lisle,

| Hliinois; CITY OF WOOD DALE, ILLINQIS;

KENNETH JOHNSON, individually and in

his capacity as Mayeor of City of Wood Dale,

Hiinois; VILLAGE OF ADDISON, ILLINOIS,

LARRY HARTWIG, individually and in his

capacity as Mayor of Village of Addison, ilinois,

BUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS; and

: ROBERT SCHILLERSTROM, individually and in

‘ his capacity as Chairman of DuPage County,

Iilinois Boerd,
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Respondents,

AMENDED COMPLAINT



Now comes, Brent M. Christensen and complaining of the above-named respondents and each
of them alleges as follows:

1. The “Suburban O’ Hare Commission” (herginafter “SOC”) is upon information and belief,
2 seif-described consortium of municipalities located near O’Hare International Airport in Chicago,
inois.

2. Upon information and belief SOC receives all or a portion of its funding from its member
municipalities. Accordingly, SOC is publicly funded.

3. Upon information and belief SOC is not chartered by the State of Illinois as 2 corporation,
parinership, or ether business entity, nor is SOC registered with the Iifinois State Board of Elections
as a political committee; nor is SOC regisiered with the FEC as a political comimnittes.

4. The municipalities Feted in the caption of this complaint are Bodies Corporate and Politic
undes the laws of the State of illinois and are, upon information and belief, member crganizations of
SOC. Becausz SOC is not a legally cognizable entity, its member municipalities are proper
respondents herein.  An address list of all named responderds is attached tereto.

5. On or about April 23, 1999 a full-page advertisement appeared in scverst Chicago-area
newspapers. A copy of that adveriisement is attached hereto.

6. The advertisement contains numerous statements of express advocacy for Henry John
Hyds, a Republican candidate in Hlinois” 6® Congressional District including: “One Man Standing For
Principle — Henry Hyde,” “there is obvious animus agginst Mr. Hyde for his principled stance that
lying under oath is a serious ¢ffense to the rule of law,” “And 10 Henrv Hyde we say: God Bless
You. Hang Tough Henry!”

7. The advertisement also contains some statements that could be reasonably constsued as
express advocacy opposing Presidential Candidate John Mclain, including:  “Representative
Schuster Senator McCain do not live in Iilinois. But they should kniow (especially Senator McCain
who will be seeking support in JlEnois for his presidential campaign) that Republicans in Hlkinois have
consistently asked for and received voter majorities in our communities.”

8. The advertisement suggests that the individually named Respondents were sponsors of the
advertiseroent along with SOC both personally and in their capacities as executives in SOC’s member
mumcipalities..

9. Upon information and belief the advertisement was paid for by SOC. As indicated above,
upon information and belief, SOC’s funding is derived from public sources. Accordingly, the express
advocacy for and against federal candidates in the advertisement is particularly offensive insofar as
the advertisement was psid for with public fiunds.



WHEREFCRE, the Eamplainém: respectiistly requests that the FEC conduct an investigaiion
into this complaint and take any and all further action deemed necessary, equitable and just.

I 2N VA

Brent M. Christensen

Two Mid Amenca Plaza
Suite 800

Oakbrock Terrace, . 60181

CERTIFICATION

o SIGNED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS 11™ DAY MAY, 1999

DENNIE P CARCO 8 /O a
NOTARY PUBLIC STATE OR ILLINOIS .
MY COMMISSION EXP. APR, 20,2003 4 M. . LA
oy Notary Public
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Larry Hartwig

Village of Addison

131 W. Lake St.
Addison, TL 66101-2786

Robert Schillersirom

DuPage County Board
421 M. County Farm Rd.
Wheston, IL 60187

Ronald Wistecha

City of Park Ridge

505 Butler Place

Park Ridge, IL 60068-4173

Gigi Gruber

Village of Itasca

100 N. Walmt St.
Itasca, IL. 60147-1795

Gayle Smolinski
Village of Roselle
31 §. Prospect
Roselle, 1L 60172

Craig Johnson

Village of Elk Crove
901 Wellington Ave.
Elk Grove, IL 60007

Kenneth Johmson

City of Wood Dale
404 N. Wood Dale Rd.
Wood Dale, IL 60198

Thomas Marcuect
City of Elmhurst
209 N. York Rd.
Elmhurst, IL 60126

Jobn Geils

Village of Bensenvilie
700 W. Irving Park Rd.
Bensenville, IL. 60106




Ronald Ghilardi
Village of Lisle
1640 Burlington Ave.
Lisle, 1L 60532

Paul Jung

City of Des Flaines
142G Wiiner St

Dies Fiaines, I, 60016

Subuchan O'Hare Commission
117 E. Green St.
Bensenville, IL. 60106
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P A & HARY

Qut-of-State Republicans Propose Vast O Hare
Fiight Expansion. Repabbo: leader m Congmis —

Represapistive Schustes (R-Fai in the Horwse aed Semater Jobsy
Mo (KA ) 1 (e Scoale - &0t Spomsnrsay iegpslscon it

will allow 8 vast increase i flighes at O"Here

O'Hare — An Accident Walting fo Happen.
The Suburbaa O'Hare Conmmission has doc ted how
these (ight expansion preposals will have de ing
impacts on safety, 0, LOXic aur pollunsh, pussenger deluys,
and expansion of high moaopoty pricmng Just recently &
senior American Airlines pilog with over 30 years of O'Hure
experience wrote Governer Ryan:

i have seen the volume of raffic a1 O’ Hare mek
up and exceed anyone's expectations, so much 5o,
thet on occasion mud-aiis were only seconds
apart, O"Hare 1s at maximum capacity, if not over
capacity. It is my opinion that it is anly 3 mauer
of ime unti! two sirtinets collide making disas-
ety hendlines,”
The only way ta squeeze these addinonal flights wto & Hare
15 by yamming the aircrafl closer and closer sogether — espe-
cially in bad weather, low-wsibilify condstions. O'Hare it an
accident wailing fo kappen.

One Man Standing For Principle — Henry
Hyde. Standing agaiast 2a army of zirline Jobbyists &
gushers of corporzte politicel cash pushing for O'Hare Right
expansion hus been ape man of priaciple — Henry Hyds.

We know why serain Democrats are for flight expansion at
O'Hae. Mayor Dairy wants drsmatic flight exprosion. The
sirlines have beed major fondainl coaiiburry wwithe™s »
President. Figslly, Siere is ¢hvious wiimus ageiost M2 Hyde
fer bix principled stance tost iing under outs-is gserious
effease 0 the rule of iaw. Diefeating Mr: Hyds o, thy -
O*Hare Bight expanyion issus - even ai the cort of harming
hundreds uf thousands of O"Here sres. residenty -~ may
appear 10 some 13 Vpaybeck” from some Democru, ™

But we ave concerasd obout the Republicans ie llinpis -
rat the Democrsis.

A Plea For Leedership and Action by Wineis
Repubiicans. Representstive Schusier and Senmtos

PAcCain do not live in Ihinois. But they showld know {espe-
cially Sengtor MeCaia who will be seeking rupport in Hlipois

for his presdentinl campsaign) that Republicans in [iineis
have consistently asked for and received voier majorites m
aur ities — from Republican, Tx ard

Indeperdent voiers — on the mpeated promise that [Hwois
Republican lexders would viop O'Hare eapansion and buid &
nEW AEPOR.

We sespeesfully ask gur THiavis Republican zadeys o sispd
with Hemry Hyde in his fght 10 defoat thage fught expaasion
propoetds, We vespecifolly ank wnsse Leaders (o8 tealis thor
maich the rhetonc — the O'Fare fight cxpansion preposals
muat be defeeted. We have fedenn| and stare Republicsn offi-
ity with enoemous powsr who individually and coliectively
sboutd belp Henry Hyde win i Gghe:
1. Goverror Ryan (3i2-815-1121)
Govemor, you vigorously campaigned prormising to siop
funher expansion of O'Hare and @ byild 8 new aimport.
We respectfully £5i you: 1o stand with Henry Hyde and to
persuade Spenker Hastert and the res of the Hlinoa
Congressional delegation w fight aganst the Schuster and
MaCan fight expansion proposals and aay other so-
called “compromses™ which add mare fhights 1o O Hare,

R X113 Herald

| .

THE FIGHT OVER INCREASED FLIGHTS AT O'HARE
A CALL FOR REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

=t

e b Mot 38 GeverDor %00 JEvE EISITIONS Wt
s iy Ubpnos Cotgpremeonad Selegaingn, 308 « o sk oy
w0 ook dnfege of g O Hate oRp@al jrOposaE -2
Comygeres v 1op REwoty

1. Speaker Hastert (6300052118
Smkmm»mmi:mmnmm Henry Hyds and
Zefeat the O Bore fight axpannon Propotals  Magnters
B W help acghbars. We ask thal you ust your EACT
shup pasason — et 88 Speaker Gasgrich did Lagt year —
10 help your frvend snt soilosgue Hemry Hyde defeat 1he
O Hare fiaght expensen proposals

3. Senater Pate Fhilip (630-041-0098
Pate. like Henry Hyde, you have besn wiih us ail ihe wan
Now we are #skeng yOu 10 wse yoUuT grea prestige 1nd
credibility with the Goveror, Speaker Hasten, an 3 ine
liinois Republican Congressionsd delegation to nep
Henry Hyde and defest the O'Hare fhight expansion pre-
gossls. Pate, you won the Lake Calumet fight against
those who said you conid never win. We need voun
there laading the charee to win this Gight for Heary Hyde
nd dur communities.

4. Minority Leader Daniels (530-530-2700)
Lz, like Paie you bave writien fetiefs in Suppon of Henny
Hyde an¢ our communities i this fight  But we arc ash-
ing you for exiracrdinsry effort {0 use your Rreal presige
end credibility with the Gevernor, Speaker Hasten, and
the illinois Republicen Congressional defegation to higip
Henry Hyde and defeat the O'Hare Mlight expansion pru-
posals.

5. Senator Fitzgeraid (313-886-3506)
As & staiz senntar aad a8 seadidete {Tr Unned States
Senate, you campzigasd a8 e voeal oppooent of O'Hage "
experisicn and A advotate of § new auport

We unnét imagine how increased flights can bz jammed oto
O'Hare §y Republican lesdership in Congress if you fine

Ilinois Republi stand togethss with Congr Hyde
W protect syy commuaities. We cannet imagine how
C Sch 8nd 5 MeCan can forse addi-

tjongﬂighls inta O'Hare in the face of your unified aggres-
sive lendership sgainst flight expansion proposals at O Hare
And To Henry Hyde we sgy: God Bless You.
Hang Tough Henry! Ne more flights! We
would rather you confinue to stand for princi-
ple than sceept a so-called “compromise” that
harms gur conmmuenities.

John Geils Ron Wigtecha
President of Bensenville  Mayor of Park Ridge
Torm Mareusci Craig johason
Magar of Elmhurss Presidear of £ Grove \ilage
Gigi Grober Gayle Soiplinshl
Prezident of itescs Mayor of Roselle
Pani Juag Roo Ghilardf
Mayor of s Platnes Mayor of Lists

Ken Johngon Earry Hartwig

aysr of "Wood Dale Mayar of Addlies

Bob Schillerstrom

Cheirman of

DuPage County Board

SUBURBAN O’HARE COMMISSION

117 East Green Sireet, Benzeaville, hincis €0106 « 6307B60-7164

A joint amd couperatrve tffor o represens the inneresis of tindens offecttd by O Hare Imernational Awrport
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BETFTORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BRENT M. CHRISTENSEN,
Complainant,
v30

SUBURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION,
an aaloworporared association of Ulineis
municipal corporations; VILLAGE OF
BENSENVILLE, LLINOIS,; JOHN GELLS,
individizelly ang in his capacity as President of
Villsge of Bensenville, Hlinois; CITY CF PARK
RIDGE, TLLINOIS; RONALD WIHTBCHA,
individually and in his capacity as Mayor of City
of Park Ridge, Winois; CITY OF BLMHURST,
ILLINOIS; THOMAS MARCUCC], individually
end in his capacity as Mayor of Cit of Elmbuust,
Mineis; VILLAGE OF ELK (AROV S, .1 INOTS
CRAIG JOHNSON, individually and i bis
vapacity a3 President of Village of Dik Grove,
Hinois; VILLAGE OF ITASCA, ILLINQIS;
GIGI GRUBER, individually and in ber capacity
as President of Village of Kasca, Hiinois;
VILLAGE OF ROSELLE, ILLINQIS; GAYLE
SMOLINSKI, individually sad in his capacity s
Mayor of Village of Rosslie, Hhinols; CITY OF
DES FLAINES, ILLINQGIS; PAUL JUNG,
individaally and in his capacity as Mayor of City
of Des Plaines, filinois; VILLLAGE OF LISLE,
T IINGIS: RONALD GHILARDI, individually
anvd in his capacity as Mayor of Village of Lisle,
Hiinois; CITY OF WOOD DaALL, ILLINOIS;
KBNNETH JOHNSON, individuelly and in
ls capacity as Mayor of City of Wood Dale,
Wineis; VILLAGE OF ADDISON, ILLINCIS;
LARRY HARTWIG, individually and in his
capaoity as Mayor of Villags of Addison, lilinois;
DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS; and
ROBERT SCHILLBRSTROM, ndividually and
in his capacity as Chairmap of DuPage County,
Hlinois Board,

Respondents,
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MUR 4896

AFTIDAVIT OF RONALD W, WIETECHA

ORIGINAL TO FOLLOW

EXHIBIT 1
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Ronald Wietecha, being duly sworp o oath swears mid deposes:

1. 1 am the Treasurer of the Subwben O'Hare Commission alegal entity
authorized end organized under the laws of the State of iinois,

2. f am fayniliar with the advertisoment which is the subject of the * Amended
Complaint” by Mr. Brent M. Christensen, Esq. in the above captioned cause.

3, { am familisr with the identity of the entity or person who paid for the
advertisement in guestion.

4, The Suburhan O'Hare Commission i3 the person or entity that paid for the
advertisoment.

5. Noue of the other named respondents named in the smended Complaint
in this proceeding paid for the advertisemant,

6. The advertisement which is the subject of the Amended Complaint in this
proceeding was one of a seriss of issue related advertiserments which the Subusban
O'Hare Commission has published in the 1as1 saveral years. Neijther the advertisement
which is the subject of the Amended Complaint in this procesding — nor any other
sdvertiscment published by the Cormisgion « liag cver been authorized, directed, or

requested by any candidate, politics! commiites, or agent of a candidate.

Ronald W, Wietecha
Troagurer
Subusban O Hare Commission

Subscribed and Sworn befors me
This day of June, 1959

(i ol Fmses

Notary Public

A RS i Il
"OFFICIAL SEALY ;
PATRICIA L. TRIMARCO &

Notary Public, State of Ylinois :
2 My Canvmisgion Expires 81162100
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JURLKS AN O RE
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Out-of-State Republicans Propose Vast O'Hare

Flight Bapatision. Repuiicen ieeders in Congreat —
Reprerentative Schuster (R-Pa.) i the Houss snd Scnetor Jnhe
MeCain (8-Ax) inthe Senste — dre ghobroning iegilstion dist
witd allow & vest increree in flights st O'Haere,

O'Hare — An Accldeat W&iﬁng to Happen,

Tog Suburban 07 Hare € i8S 4 how
these Might EAPEONCD 0P ) wa‘! have de

imypacis on safety, nokes, toxis air pu!!umm pasmgcr deduye,
ang ico of high poby priving. Just reconily »
senior Ametican Airfines pilot with over 30 yoere of O'Hase
erperience wrote Govermor Ryan:

1 have scen the volume of treffic 8t O"Hare pick
ugp and excoed anyone’s expectations, so much 5o
that on cccasion mid-zis wene only soconds
apait. O'Hare is 2l maximnom capegity, i not over
capacity. [t is my opinion thet it is only ¢ matter
of time until two aidiners collide muking disas-
trous headlines.”

The only way to squesze these additions] fights inie O'Hare
is by jamnming the sireraft closer snd closer wogether — ¢ape-
cially in bad weather, low-visibility conditions. O'Hare s on
accident wiiting o happen.

Ore Mzn Standing For Principle — Heary

Hyde. Stending against en arcy of aitiise lobbyists and
gusheis of corporaie political cush pushing for O'Hare flight
axpamifm has been one man of principit — Henry Hyde.

We know why critain Democtss are for flight expeasion at
O'Hare. Mayor Daley waols deamssic Hight expansion. The
aitlines have boen major finsncial comrituion o the
Presidert. Finaily, there is obvicus azinns agoinst My, Hyds
for his principled stance thot bying upder ouzh i3 8 verious
offenise to the mie of law. Defeating Mr, Hyde on the
O"Hare flight capansion issue — ever o1 the coat af beruing
hundreds of thousands of O"Hare area residents — may
upprear ty some o3 “paviack™ frota some Democrats,

But we are d about the Republicens in Mlinois —
0% the Democrsts.

A Plez For Leadership and Action by Minsis

Republieans. Representative Schuster and Senator
McCain do not live in IRincis. Bur they should know {cape.
cislly Senator MeCain who will be secking sugpest in Hlinois
for hix pregidential campaign) that Republicans in illinois
have consistently ssked for and received voler nmonua in
our ities — from Republicsn, g
Independent vosers — on the repeated promise that Hlinois
wim leaders would stop O'Hiare expansion 2=d build o
a2w airpor.

We respaevfully ask our Illinots Republican lesders to stand
with Henry Hyde in his fight to deteat these flight expansiva
propozals. We respectfully ask thase lesders for results that
mazck: the fictoric — the O*Here Aight capension proposels
must be defeated. We have fadeal sud state Repubiican offi-
¢ials with enommous power who individually and collectively
shoutd help Hency Hyde win this fight:

I. Geversior Ryan (512-814-2121)
Govemar, you vigorously campaigoed promisiag 10 stap
further expasttion of O'Herz snd 10 build a new sirport.
We respectfully agk you 1w stand with Henry Hyde 2nd to
persuats Spesker Hastert and the rast of the flinois

g{mgrmio;.i delegation to fight agrinst the Schuster and g eEraTat
cCain ight expansion propossds ard say other ~
cuifed “compromizes” which sdd more E:gnx W (;:lme. DaFege Conaty Board
P LSRR e ———
SUBURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION - EXHIBIT 2 -

THE FIGHT OVER INCREASED FLIGHTS AT O’HARE
ACALL FOR REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

We kow thut 28 Govermor you have enormous influcnce
with the [Hineis Congereasional delegation, and we ask you
o make dafest of the O'Here expansion proposals in
Congress e tag priovity.

2. Speaker Hastert (6304061154
Spesker Hastert wo 8sk you o staad by Heury Hyde und
defeat the O’Have fight expanzion propossls. Neighbors
el 10 help neighbors. We sk that you use your leader-
hip position — jist es Sposker Gingrich did last year —
1o help your frieedd and colleague Henry Hyde defent the
O'Hase flight enpansion propoesals.

3. Senator Pate Philip (c30-941.0094)
Pate, like Henry Hyde, you heve been with us ait the way,
Now we oy asiing you 10 Ute your greal prestige and
credibility with the Governor, Speaker Hastert, and the
{tlinoiz Republicen Congressions! delegation to help
Henry Hyde and defeat die O'Here flight expancion pro-
posals, Patz, you won the Leke Calumet fght aginss
those who aid you could never win. We nead you ik
there leading tiv charge to win this fight for Henry Hyde
and onr compaitiod,

4. Milnority Lexder Daniels (520-530-2700}
Lee, like Pate yous have writien letters in support of Henry
Hyde and our comemunitics in this fight. But we are ask-
ing you for extrecsdinery offess 10 use your grent prestige
and credibility with the Gavzmof Speaker Hastert, and
the IRincis Republican € | detegation 1o help
Henty Hyd2 uni defeat the O’Hage Right expansion pro-
peals,

8, Senator Fitzgerald (128253566

A5 & ztaty gegutor and g3 caedidate for United States
Senate, yiu csmpaigned 65 o vocal opponent of 0"Hure
expansion and en sdvocate of 4 pew airport.

We cannet imsgine kow increaned flights can be jemmed into
O’Hare by Republican leadenihip in Congress if you fine
Iilinois Republicans stand together with Congr Hyde
10 protett our comununities. We canviol imegine how
Cengressmen Schuster and Senator MoCain cas foree addi-
tions! flights tnto 0'Hare in the face of your unified aggres-
sive lesdenship apainst fight expansion proposais at O'Hare,

And To Heary Hyde we say: God Bless You,
Heng Tough Heary! No move Qights! We
would rather you continve to stand for princi-
ple ihan sccept & so-celled “compromise” that

herms eur communities.

Jode Gell Ron Wistecha

Fresideat of Begoeuville  Mayor of Park Ridge

Tom Marcneci Croig Johason

Wayer of Efebiuarst President of Elk Grove Vitlage
Gigt Grober Gayle Smafingkl

Preshient of Sagen Mayar of Reselle

Fael Jusg Row Ghilsrdl

Mryor of Des Plajnes Mayor of Lisle

Kes Johnion Lerry Hertwig
Mayor of Waed Dale Mayse of Addison

117 East Grees Sweet, Bezvenvilie, lilinois 55166 « 530/360-T10!

A jolni and craperarive effort ko represe the insersats of cititens affectzd by O'Have International Airpart

et iz s ARy Hlenalid
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SUBURBAN O'HARE
COMMISSION

THE SHELL GAME
WITH
“SLOTS” AT O’HARE

A Report to
Congressman Henry Hyde,
Cengressman Jesse Jackson, Jr.
and
Senator Carol Moseley-Braumn,
Senator Richard Durbin
and
Congressman Glenn Poshard
and
Tineis Secretary of State George Ryan
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PREFACE

There are carcently pending before Congress two bills — $. 2279 and H.R. 2478 — which propose
to add a number of additional “slot exemptions” to O’Hare.

The current slot proposals iliustrate the confusion — much of it deliberate — that surrounds the
airport controversy in metropolitan Chicago and the interrelated subjects of demand, capacity,
traffic growth, safety, monopoly fares, public health issues, O'Hare expansion, and the new
ruetropoiitan Chicago regional airport. This study by the Suburban O’Hare Commission (SOC)
demonstrates:

L

N

L3

There is ng additional capacity to add additional siots at O"Hare. Attempts to jam more
flights into G'Hare will create serious delays for all passengers using O’Hare and will
reduce the margin of safety for both O’Hare passengers and residents of surrounding
comimunities.

The more than 100 slot exemptions granted since 1994 have exhausted the questionable
marginal incremental capacity of four slots per hour found to exist by USDOT in its 1995
report, A Study of the High Density Rule. The DOT found that O’Hare had the capacity .
for 159 flights per hour -- four above the High Density Rule limit of 155 per hour.
Because of the more than 100 siot exemptions already granted, the four siot per hour
incremental capacity claimed by the DOT in A Study of the High Density Rule is already
exhausted.

Contrary to the 1994 law that first created slot exemptions, most of the slot exemptions
granted since 1994 have been given to affiliates of United Airlines and American Airlines
{the dominant airlines at O’Hare) under the preposterous claim that affiliates of these
dominant airlines are “new entrants”-- a claim directly contrary to the letter and intent of
the 1994 statute to bring in new competiiors. A slot exemption law that was to enhance
competition by bringing in new competitors to United and American has instead been

violated in order expand the monopoly pewer of United and American at Fortress
O’Hare.

Nor, confrary to popular misconception, were most of these more than 100 slot
exemptions given to truly “underserved” communities in the Midwest — another claimed
justification for exceeding the High Density Rule limit. Instead, most of the domestic
siot exemptions were for cities that are far distant from Chtcago and the Midwest and
which have access to national and international service through other hub cities.

Further, United and American have abused the letter and intent of the law by engaging in
what United calls “musical slots” - applying for siot exemptions in cities they already
serve, Once they received the exemption, they have pulied the regular service slots from
those cities and used those slots for purposcs not in the 1994 statute — essentially gaining
slot sxemiptions by a bait-and-switch technique.

United has correctly observed that any incremental slot exemptions (if indeed any
additional incremental capacity exists) are a *“zero sum” game. Giving slot exemptions



for one use automatically and necessarily precludes their use for another purpose. Given
the profligate and illegal grant of slots to United and American affiliates under the 1994
statute, the “zero sum” rule dictates that the government has little or no capacity available
to serve demand for exemptions for the purposes authorized by the 1994 statute — 1.e.,
essential air service comununities, international operations, and new competitive entrants.

7. By adding broad and ill-defined exemption categories in the proposed Senate
(McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin) bill {non-stop regional jet service) and the house bili
{communities not recetving “adeguate”™ service), the proponents of additional slots at
(’"Hare have exacerbated the “zero suin™ game. For every slot exemption given to
non-stop regional jet service — most likely to United or American affiliates and most
likely to a city ouiside the Midwest already served by another hub — DOT will be
necessarily precluded from giving a slot cxemption to an essential air service community
in the Midwest, ar to an international operation, or to a new competitive entrant.

8. The mythica! “military” slots are not available. Apart from the claimed incremental slot
capacity between the 155 operations per hour imit of the High Density Rule and the 159
operations per hour claimed by FAA in its 1995 HDR study, proponents and some
misinformed members of the press have clatmed that the slot exemptions were coming
and could come from supposedly “unused” military slots at O’Hare. FAA has ruled that
the any unused military slots (encompassed in the “other” category of 14 CFR § 93.123)
have already been used up for other purposes. Further, an analysis of FAA data shows
that the military used less than % slot per hour at O Hare in 1997 —- far less than the
exemptions already granted since 1594 and far less than the additional exemptions
proposed in the new legislation.

9. Inciuded in the proposed Senate bill (McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin) is a proposal to
transfer approximately 16 slots per day that the FAA currently allocates to international
service (primarily for foreign carriers) and give these slots to United Air Lines for
domestic routes. Such a transfer would not only be a huge subsidy to United, the transfer
would dramatically reduce the United States ability to meet international aviation
agreements — especially in light of the exhaustion of incremental capacity by slot
exemptions already iliegally given to United affiliates. Further, United is on record (in
fighting domestic slot exemption awards to other carriers) stating that, given the “zero
sum” game and extremety limited slot capacity, the best use of any open slots at G"Hare
15 for international traffic, not domestic operations.

The current slot proposals also illustrate — often in the very words of those who oppose
development of a new airport — that current demand at O'Hare has outstripped its capacity. The
issue facing the state and federal officials who represent [llinois is not just how to address a
problem that will arise in 20 years. The probiem is now and our officials can no longer put off
the tough and uncomfortable decisions that our Siate and region have been unwilling to make
over the last decade. Gur political leaders of both parties have 1o bite the bullet and reconcile
themselves to the immediate need for third airport construction in {ilinots.

The Suburban O’ Hare Commission is addressing this report to a select group of federal and state
public officials:



* The report is addressed to Congressmen Hyde and Jackson because they have been in the
front line in calling for the fast-track construction of an environmentally sound new
regional airport to provide the capacity necessary to meet the needs of the region. See
Chicago’'s Airport Future: A Call For Regional Leadership (1997).

* The report is addressed respecifully to Senators Moseley-Braun and Durbin because their
so-called “compromise” is no compromise at all, but will lead to severe adverse
consequences for O’Hare mavelers, the region’s economy, lack of service to truly
underserved commurities, and environmental and safety problems at O’Hare. For some
reason, Senators Moseley-Braun and Durbin were not given complete information and
have entered into a slot exemption “compromise” that 1s highly destructive to the region,
our international responsibilities, and to communities around O’ Hare.

* Finally, the report is addressed respectfully to the two candidates for illinois governor -
Congressman Glena Poshard and [llinois Secretary of State George Ryan.

Congressman Poshard is a respected and knowledgeable member of the House of
Representatives Transportation Committee and certainly is in a position to influence the
proposed legisiation being put forward by that Committee.

Illinois Secretary of State Ryan — as the leader of the Republican party in illinois - has
been an outspoken advocate in favor of a new regional airport and against further
expansion of O’Hare. As the leader of the Republican party in Illinoss, he should be able
to call on Republican unity from the Republican members of the [ilinois congressionat
delegation to oppose these destructive slot exemption proposals.

But more than the immediate concern over these destructive slot exemption proposals, the facts
and realities behind these slot proposals make even more urgent the need for decisive action to
build the new regional airport.

Respectfully, senior Democratic officials like Senators Moseley-Braun and Durbin and
Congressman Poshard have to stop avoiding an open and candid discussion of these issues and
stop avoiding taking clear stands on these issues for fear of alienating Chicago’s mayor — an
adamant opponent of the new airport and ardent advocate of O’Hare expansion.

Respectfully, the Republican candidate for governor, Secretary of State George Ryan must bring
the currently divided ranks of Republican state and federal legislators together to ensure the
achievement of the two goals Secretary Ryan has forcefully espoused — fast track construction of
a new airport and no further expansion of O’Hare.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Confused Rhetoric Over “Slot” Proposals

During the summer of 1998, there have been severai congressional proposals tc add “siot
exemptions” at O"Hare International Airport. Despite widespread community opposition to
increased flights at O'Hare, various Senators and Congressmen have claimed that adding such
slots is necessary for a variety of reasons — including a plea for “increased competition” and
providing service to “underserved markets”.

After a great deal of media publicity over a proposal which purported to add 100 slots per day at
O’Hare, Senators Carol Moseley-Braun and Richard Durbin announced with great fanfare that
they had negotiated with Senator McCain to reduce this number of “slots” to 30 additional siots
per day.

Much of the tatk of allowing addiiional slots also centered around airline and press claims that
the United 3tates Depariment of Transportation — based on its 1995 report, 4 Study of the High
Density Rule - had discovered significant new capacity at O’Hare which could be made available
for these new operations. ‘

Further, there was much talk that many current slots at G’Hare — as many as ten per hour - were
used by military aircraft, and that with the movement of the Air Guard and Reserve units out of
O’Hare these slots would be available to accommodate new operations.

All the rhetoric has now been focused into two bills now pending before Congress. S. 2279 is
the McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin “compromise”™ bill which calls — contrary to their press
staternents — for the addition of 46 siots at O'Hare. H.R. 2478 is the House version of the bill. It
would add 29 slots per day at O’Hare. In addition, a proposed amendment to H.R. 2478 would
add 16 more slots above the 25.

Kather than rely on confusing media stones about the slot situation at O’Hare, the Suburban
O’Hare Coramission (SOC) has undertaken a study of the existing slot exemption legislation that
was passed by Congress in 1994 and the implementation of that slot exemption authority by
DOT and the airlines. This study shows that much of the rhetoric is misleading ~ either due to a
lack of information or due to a deliberate attempt to mislead the public and Congress.

The 1994 Slot Exemption Law

The 1994 law — like the proposed law — purported to authorize the USDOT to grant slot
exemptions at O’Hare for certain strictly limited public policy purposes. Section 41714 of the
1994 law allows the award of slot exceptions for oniy the following reasons: 1) to serve
underserved communities expressly identified as “essential air service communities”, 2) to allow
international flighis to come into O’Hare, and 3) to foster new competition in what is a
notoriously non-competitive Fortress Hub by allowing “new entrants” into O'Hare to compete
with the dominance of the United and American hub-and-spoke network.



The 1995 DOT High Density Rule Study

Coupled with the authority for slot exemptions passed in the 1994 legislation was a mandate that
USDOT conduct a detailed study of the capacity at O’Hare and other slot-controlled airports to
determine what additicnal capacity — if any — was available at O’Hare. In May 1995 the DOT
issued its 4-volume report, 4 Study of the High Density Rule. That report concluded that
O’Hare’s capacity was 159 operations per hour — four more than the 155 operations per hour
limit in the DOT’s High Density Regulation for O’Hare. 14 CFR §93.123.

In June, 1995 the USDOT publicly announced that DOT would not increase the slot limits at
O’Hare from 155 to 159 flights per hour because the increase in the limit from 155 per hour to
159 per hour would dramatically inciease the delays experienced by air traffic at O’ Hare.
Moreover, this major increase in delay would not only impact the incremental four additional
flights per hour but would also cause a major increase in delays for a/ the other 155 flights per
hour. A fact most people forget — but one that the FAA acknowledges — is that added delays
created at the margin of capacity by adding just a few flights, e.g., four per hour, can have
dramatic and exponential delay impacts on all the traffic using the airport.

SOC’s study shows that despite this finding and decision by DOT in 1995, DOT has (since 1995)
awarded more than 100 slot exemptions -- most of them illegally — above and beyond the 155 per
hour limit. Indeed, the evidence is clear as a result of these added slot exemptions, that more
than 159 operations per hour are currently operating at O’Hare — above the limit that DOT’s
study said was the safe capacity of O’Hare.

There is simply no more room to safely cram additional flights into O’Hare above the more than
159 slots per hour currently awarded ~ without seriously increasing delays for all passengers at
O’Hare and without seriously reducing the margin of safety for both O’Hare passengers and the
safety of those who live around O’Hare.

FINDINGS

Among the findings of the SOC study are:

i. There is no additional capacity at O’Hare.

There is no additional capacity at O’Hare to accommodate the propesed slot additions. The
proposal is based on the false premise that there is additional incremental capacity as a resuit of
the 1995 POT Study which found that O’Hare had a capacity of 159 operations per hour — four
stots above the 155 slots per hour limit of the High Density Rule.

More than 190 new slot exemptions — above and beyond the 155 per hour slot limit of
93 CFR §93.123 - have already been awarded at O’Hare since 1994. Based on
simple arithmetic and an inquiry to the FAA, it appears that O’Hare is currently
eperating at or above the 159 operations per hour which DOT has determined is
O’Hare’s capacity.



Given these pre-existing awards of more than 100 siot exemptions since 1994, there
is no moye reom to add 30 more additional slots at (’Hare without creating
encrmous delays and serious safety hazards. FAA has recently confirmed in 1998 (o
ths State of Hlinois that the 159 per hour operations level is FAA’s current best
estimate of the capacity at O'Hare,

2.  Bilatant ifllegalities in post-1994 slot awards - have expanded the
monopely power of American and United at Fortress O’Hare.

Most of the 100 slot exemiptions awsided since 1994 are blatantly illegal awards of new
domestic service siots to affiliates of Untted and American, the two dominant carriers at Fortress
{'Hare. Nothing in the 1594 statute authorizes such awards and the award of these stots allows
these o dominant carriers to expand the very monopoly positions that the 1994 siatute was
directed against. Luckily, because United and American candidly exposed the illegality of the
slot awards to each cther in pleadings before the DOT, we have the benefit of their legal
documents and admissions in the DOT docket to buttress SOC’s findings.
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The DOT has awarded United’s affiliate airlines — operating under the name “United Express™ —
more than 50 slot exemptions at O"Hare since 1994 claiming that these “United Express” airlines
{Great Lakes Aviation, Trans States, and Atlantic Coast, all d/b/a “United Express”) were “new
entrants” uader the provision of 45 U.S.C. §41714 that was designed to encourage new
competition to come into the aurpert.
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American Airlines has correctly criticized these exemptions to United’s affiliates as a subterfuge.
American challenges DOT's decision 10 classify these United affiliates as “new entrants”. DOT
says that United can get away with this subterfuge because United's affiliates are “franchise”
operators {and thus qualify as “new entrants”™) whereas American Eagle is a corporate subsidiary
of AMR and would not qualify as a new entrant. American quite properly states that this is a
distinction without meaning and notes that all the United Express passengers think of the United
Express flights as part of United and all of the American Eagle flights as part of American. As
American points out, a customer coming into 8 McDonald’s does not know whether the store he
is entering is company-owned or a franchisee. For all practical purposes, these United Express
affiliates are as much a part of United - for purposes of the new enirant/stimuiating competition

| criterion — as American Eagle is part of American.

The end result of this “new entrant” subterfuge is to greatly enhance United’s hub-and-spoke
E system and expand United’s dominance in the Chicago market on an even broader scale than
before. Thus a statute whose basic justification lay in the enhancement of competition by

‘ bringing in new entrants has been used to subvert both the letter and the spirit of the statute.

Not content with violating the letter and spirnit of the statute with its massive awards of
exemptions to United, DOT then proceeded to violate the statute again by making the equivalent
of “new entrant” awards to American, even though DOT knew American could not qualify
under the “new entrant” subterfuge DOT had used for United’s “franchisees”. American applied




for siet exemptions for new service to Duluth, MN.; Fayeiteville, Ark.; and Shreveport, La.
None of this service qualified under any of the three statutory exemptions of §41714.

To get around this hurdie, DOT engaged in a game of “musical slots™ (United's term, not ours),
DOT literaliy played a “shell game” where it took 16 slots already used by American for
essential air service to Bloomington, Champaign and Lacrosse ~ 1o0ld American 1o use those slots
for new service to Duoluth, MN,; Fayetieville, Ark.; and Shreveport, La. — and then “awarded”
“new” essential air service slots to American for Bloomington, Champaign and Lacrosse. United
properly criticized this award as totally without stamiory justification. DOT had used a shell
game to award slot exemptions for service that was not authorized by statute.

The bottom line is that most of the more than 100 slots awarded since 1994 have been to United
or American affiliates - and most of those awards are blatantly illegal.

3.  The “Underserved Community” Myth

The express restrictions of the 1994 statute were 1o limit exemnptions 0 EAS (Essential Air
Service) commumities, internationsl flights and to new entrants. We have already shown that
virtually ali of the more than 100 exemptions were given to United or American affiliates. The
evidence is also clear that the vast majority of the domestic slot exemptions given to United and
American affiliates - more than sixty exemptions —~ were pot to EAS communities.

Moreover, contrary to popular misconception, the great bulk of these slot exemptions are nor for
service to Midwestern communities that somehow cannot get service to ("Hare,

Rather than serve close-in Midwesiemn destinations, these siot exemptions have been awarded to
relatively distant non-Midwestern cities who are readily served by other hubs such as Atlanta,
Washington-Duiles, Cincinnaty, and Pitisburgh, Charleston, West Virginia, Witkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Roanoke, Virginta; and
Shreveport, Louisiana are hardly Midwestemn cities that have been deprived of access to the
Chicago market and have no alternative hubs. As Delta’s affiliate, Comair, pointed out many of
these communities have adequate service to other hub cities in the South, Southeast, and
Midwest.

4. “Musical Slots”

Moreover, even where a few slots have been awarded for Midwestern cities, these have been part
of the “musical slots/shell game” that both United and American have criticized — and then
employed to their advantage. For exampie DOT awarded United — again without meeting the
requirements of the 1994 Act (§41714) — slot exemptions for flights from Dubuque, Towa and
Sioux Faliis, South Dakota to O’Hare. While these might be considered Midwestern cities for
which service ought to be provided if there was capacity at O’Hare, American correctly points
out that United already had service from these cities to O’Hare and — upon receipt of the slot
exemptions — promptly canceled this pre-existing service and used the slots for other traffic apart
from Dubuque, lowa and Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This is the very same kind of improper
“musical chairs/shell game” that United criticized when DOT let American do it. These
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communities already have the service and the slot exemptions allowed the dormnant G’ Hare to
pull this service - in eifect giving slot exemptions for other purposes not encompassed within the
statutory requireinents

8  The “ZERO SUM” Game

United Airlines has correctly pointed out that the meager “excess” capacity of O’Hare (10 the
extent that it has not been exhausted with existing 1995-1998 exemption awards) is extremely
limited. United has correctly siated that the award of slot exemptions — assuming there is any
incremental capacity at O’Hare — is a “ZERO SUM” game. Award of slots for one purpose
necessarily limits the ability to award slots for other purposes,

For every slot exemption DOT awards to a “new entry™ for domestic service to promote
competition, DOT necessarily excludes a slot that couid go to either an cssential air service
community (EAS) or to an international flight. For every slot exemption given to international
flights, DOT necessarily excludes a slot that could go to sither a “new entry” for domestic
service or an EAS community.

United strongly emphasized that - given the extremely limited amount of available slot
exemptions (only four according to the 1995 DOT High Density Report) — the slot exemptions
cught to be given to that waffic that brings the highest yield to the nation and the region rather
than wasted on lower benefit traffic.

United has pointed out that the highest economic vield to the nation and the region comes from
international flights and that - given O'Hare's meager incrementa! capacity — slot exemptions
ought to be given {0 international flights instead of new slots for domestic service.

The point United makes is a valid one: Incremeniat siot capacity (if it does exist given the
exhaustion of the four slots found in the 1995 DOT High Density Study) is a “zero sum™ game.
Even assuming that some slight additional capacity exists — and even assuming that the nation is
willing to impose additional delays on ali the O’Hare travelers to award those incremental slots -
the amount of incremental slots available is small and finmite. Giving those slots to regional jet
non-stop domestic service automaticaily precindes those slots from being used for essential air
service communities or for international service. Conversely, giving those slots to EAS service
or international, automatically precludes the opportunity to award those slots to new entrants in
domestic service,

Given the profligate award of more than 100 siot exemptions by DOT since 1995 — using up the
four theoretical slots the DOT found were available in its 1995 High Density Rule Study ~ it is
extremely unlikely that there is additional capacity to provide the additional slots contained in
the McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin 30 new slot exemption bill. Even if there is, it will come ata
cost of imposing increasing delays on @/l O’Hare passengers.



6. The McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin “compromise” bill (S.2279) and
the companion House Bill compound the “Zero Sum” problem.

The current proposals before Congress compound the *“zero sum” problem by adding more
categories {o the already exhausted and overbooked marginal exemption capacity at O’Hare.
While keeping the exemption categories of essential air service, international service and “new
entrants”, both the House and Senate bills add new categones for exemption on top of the
already existing exemption categories. The House version adds communities “not receiving
sufficient air service” {(whatever that means). The Senate adds communities served by non-stop
“regional jet” service (whatever that means). Moreover the Senate version (and a House
suggested aiternative) would transfer 16 additional slots from international service to United
Adrlines for use in domestic service.

Each of these additional categories (insuffictent air service, non-stop regional jet service; transfer
of slots to United) will necessarily compete with the pre-existing exemption categories for a
limited nuinber of slot exempticns (which, as discussed below, have aiready been exhausted by
the post 1994 slot exemptions).

The McCain/Moseley-Braun/Diurbin proposal — by adding a fourth category of non-stop regional
jet service to the previous three categories of EAS, international, and new entrant — makes it very
likely that one or more important categories of traffic will be squeezed out in favor of another
category. For example — as United has pointed cut in another context — allocating these new
slots to comrnuters or to non-stop regional jets necessarily precludes their use to meet
international needs or the needs of cioser in Midwestern comununities whose traffic level cannot
support regional non-stop jet service.

Finally by stuffing more aircraft operations into the margin of O'Hare’s capacity, the
McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin proposal will necessarily creaie significant new delay problems
for all O’Hare passengers and create self-fulfilling pressure for new expansion at O’Hare.
According to the delay curve presented in the 1995 DOT High Density Rule Study, adding the
four flights per hour would significantly increase the delay suffered by all passengers at G'Hare.
At the margin of O’Hare’s capacity where these flights are added, each additional flight added
has an exponential impact on the delays suffered by all other flights. The McCain,
Moseley-Braun, Durbin proposal would add another two flights per hour on top of the four flight
maximum found by DOT’s 1995 High Density Rule Study to be the maximum incremental
capacity available at O'Hare.

7.  The Mythical Military Slots are not available.

In addition to distortion and confusions about the slot exemptions under §41714 — above the 155
operations per hour High Density Rule (14 CFR §93.217) - several advocates of more
operations at O’Hare have argned that FAA should ailow the use of “‘unused” “military” slots
that are supposedly available within the 155 slots of the High Density Rule. There are several
problems with this argument.



There are no slots at O’Hare dedicated to military operations. There is a category called
“other” under 14 CFR §93.217 which includes other kinds of aircraft operations that do not fit
into scheduled commercial or scheduled cornmuter. This “other” category {10 slots per hour)
includes general aviation, military, nonscheduled commercial aircraft and any other
miscellaneous nonscheduled operations.

Further, according to the FAA, in 1997 military operations averaged approximately 5 flights per
day — or less than ! slot per hour. Thus more than 95% of the operations in the “other” category
are operations other than military.

None of these ather slots is “unused”. A check with FAA revealed that all of the 10 other slots
are fully usad. Further, FAA, when faced with the argument for reallocating the “other™ category
has stated that such action would require a full notice and comment rulemaking to change the
HDH rule. FAA has dechined 1o shift these “other” slots to comrmerciai or commuter.

8.  The 30 proposed additional siots — above and beyond the more than 160
new siof exemptiens already awarded above 155 - will exacerbate delays
for all O’Hare travelers and create 2 self-{ulfiiling pressure to increase
{’Hare’s capacity.

Adding slots at the margin of O’Hare’s capacity will increase delays for all traffic using O Hare
— inciuding the 1355 operations per hour in the base slot rule. By continuing to squeeze in traffic
at the margin and thus exacerbating delays for af! O'Hare travelers, the DOT, the airlines, and
those supporting slot increases are creating a self-perpetuating cycle where more flights create
more delays and create more pressure to expand O'Hare’s capacity to “reduce delays”.

Delay and capacity are two sides of the same cein. By “reducing delays” through such devices
as air traffic control procedures to bring aircraft operations closer together (e.g. Land and Hold
Short, high speed exits, reduced separations) the FAA is necessarily increasing capacity at the
airport.

FAA and Chicago claim that they are not taking any steps o increase the capacity of O'Hare. If
that statement is true {and no capacity enhancement steps are underway) then the necessary and
inescapable conclusion is that adding more slot exemptions will dramatically increase the delay
experienced by all travelers at O'Hare - not just the delays experienced by the additional
exemption flights. That is the finding of the 1995 DOT HDR Study and is an inescapable
finding if no capacity expansion is undertaken.

However, 1f FAA and Chicago are not telling the truth and they are engaged in capacity
enhancement at O’ Hare, the public is entitied to the truth. For the last several years, the FAA
and Chicago have engaged in a public relations charade in Chicago — claiming that various
construction and changes in ATC procedures are simply “delay reductions”.

But these same so-called “delay reduction” devices are the same devices used to increase

capacity by allowing increased volumes in traffic to use the airport at the same level of delay as
the lower volume of traffic experienced prior 1o the implementation of these devices. This

g



relationship between delay and capacity increases is well-known inside FAA. See e.g. dirfield
and Airspace Capacity/Delay Policy Analysis, FAA-APO-81-14.

Yet FAA masks its attempts to increase capacity at ('Hare by calling its activities “delay
reduction.” Indeed, of the several dozen individual airport engineering studies funded by FAA
for all major airports across the nation — all but one are titled “Capacity Enhancement Reports”,
refleciing FAA’s acknowledgment that the purpose of the air traffic control procedures and
construction recommended in the reports was to increase the capacity of the airport to handie
increased volumes of traffic. The only Capacity Enhancement Report which did not have
“capacity enhancement” in its title is the so-called “Delay Task Force™ Report for O'Hare
(although the internal FAA and Chicage documents identify the report as a Capacity
Enhancement Report.)

There are several significant problemns with these “delay reduction/capacity expansion

measures”. First, since they are applied at the margin, they do not ingrease the capacity of the
airport to handle the total current and forecast demand for the airport. Thus O’ Hare will

continue to face the “zero sun™ game where significant elements of traffic demand — be it
international, domestic, underserved communities, or new entrants — continue to be shoved out of
the Chicago market.

Second, as long as demand exceeds capacity and as long as dernand continues to grow, the
delays — which are the suppesed justification for the new procedures — necessarily return to the
deiay levels that existed before the so-catied “delay reduction” device was employed. Thus, like
the proverbial new lane on an expressway designed (o “reduce” congestion, the new capacity
simply brings the delay back — but now experienced by a greater volume of traffic.

Third, and perhaps most importantly, absent major construction at O°’Hare (e.g., new runways) -
or, as SOC advocates, construction of a third regional airport - the only way to expand the
capacity of a finite physical structure and finite airspace at O’Hare is to bring the aircrafi closer
together in time and space. These techniques - which are applied primarily in bad weather and
low visibility when safety hazards are the greatest — necessarily reduces the margin of safety for
both passengers at O'Hare and residents of the surrounding communities.

%.  The McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin propoesal necessarily reduces the
margin of safety at "Hare.

This attempt to compress more aircraft operations in the same time and space to increase the
capacity of O'Hare is reflected in a variety of “capacity enhancement” measures that O’ Hare and
the FAA have employed in recent years as part of their “capacity enhancement” program at
O’Hare. These measures, or variants of these measures are set forih in the 1991 O'Hare
Capacity Enhancement Report (publicly known as the Delay Task Force Report) and in various
editions of the FAA’s Aviation Capacity Enhancement Plan.

The measures include such techniques as reducing runway occupancy time, reducing the
separation distance between amiving sircraft, land-and-hold-short operations in the “wet” (so
called “wet stops”), and land-and-hold-short operations at night. Among the current operational



changes under consideration by the FAA are such dubious devices as ailowing “triple converging
runway arrivals” in the dark or in bad weather conditions, nighttime land-and-hold-short
operations, and jamming more aircraft into the arrival queue at the so-called arrival
“cornerposts” (This last process is the so-called Chicago Terminal Area Project or CTAP).
Almost all of these procedures are designed to put more planes closer together in time and space
in bad weather and low visibility conditions.

All of these changes have significant risk. If our politica! leaders continue 1o support the
squeezing of more and more aireraft into the finute airspace and airport facilities at O’Hare, they
are risking a major disaster. Many political leaders — including Iinois Secretary of State George
Ryan and Congressman Henry Hyde — have emphasized this risk and have caliled for a stop to
this continued piecemeal ratcheting process where more and more flights are squeezed into
O'Hare

10. The McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin proposal represents a massive
subsidy te United Airlines while threatening the ability of the Chicago
region to meet international growth oppertunities and obligations.

In arguments to the Department of Transportation, United has argued that the four slot per hour
incremental capacity was an extremely limited resource which should be carefully rationed and
given only io the highest benefit traffic. According to United, that traffic was international
traffic which provided the greatest economic benefits to the nation and to the Chicago region.

United used this argument in an attempt to persuade DOT not to award slot exemptions for
domestic service to competitors. United argued that the scarce O’Hare slots should be reserved
for high vield international traffic and that domestic flight demand should be routed to Midway.
United argued — correctly — that for every scarce O’ Hare slot exemption awarded to a domestic
operation, that was one less slot that would be available for meeting international needs.

However history has shown that - rather than reserve these scarce slots for international flights -
United has had its affiliates grab most of the 100 exemptions granted to expand United’s
domestic service with slot exemptions to places like Witkes-Barre, Pa., Roanoke, Va. and
Chattanooga, Tn.

This slot-grabbing game between United and American — using up scarce and limited
incremental capacity for non-stop regional jet domestic service — has more than used up the four
siot per hour incremental capacity found by DOT to be available at O’Hare.

United’s actions — in declaring the higher value of international flights over domestic on the one
hand, while grabbing up slot exemptions for domestic service on the other — have caught United
in a logical bind that relates to the history of the high deasity rule.

In 1985, the DOT grandfathered hundreds of domestic slots at O'Hare and awarded them at ne
cost to United and American. This grandfather gift was worth bundreds of millions of doliars to
United and American and allowed them the capacity lock that has led to their dominance at
O’Hare. Though giving United and American this enormous gift of government resources (the




slots), the DOT reserved its prerogative to periodically transfer some of those slots to serve
international operations. Currently, FAA transfers approximately a net of 16 slots from United
to accommodate international flights.

Directly contradicting its argumnent that the highest and best use of scarce slot resources at
O’Hare be allocated to international flights as opposed to domestic operations, United has long
argusd that the FAA should not transfer slots from United’s domestic operations to be used by
international carriers. United has argued that FAA and DOT should find these siots from some
other source. United’s problem, however, was that while it was extolling on one side of its
mouth the importance of reserving the four slot per hour {1995 HDR Study) incremental capacity
for international operations, United and American were exhausting this incremental four slot per
hour capacity for new domestic operations.

Incredibly, at the same time United and American were exhausting the incremental four slot per
hour in capacity in a war to expand domestic siots, United was telling the FAA that these very
same four slots were available to accommodate international flights. Based on this asserted four
slot increinental capacity United argued that the FAA should cease its seasonal transfer of slots
from domestic carriers to international carriers and award slot exemptions to international
CarTiers.

The problem with United’s argument is that all the theoretically excess incremental capacity has
been nsed up by United and American’s domestic expansion. Whatever capacity that couid have
been used for international slot exemptions has been exhausted. To recite United’s own “zero
sum” argument, for every slot exemption awarded domestically, there is one less slot to be
awarded for an international operation.

Based on a detailed analysis of United’s arguments, FAA rejected United’s argument that the
roughly 16 net transfers from United to international operations should cease. FAA has stated
that this slot transfer is essential if the United States is to meet its international obligations under
bilateral aviation agreements.

Having failed before the FAA United has now made overtures to the Congress, hoping to get
from legislation what it could not get administratively. A little noticed provision of the
McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin proposal now proposes to remove the slots from their current
international assignments and transfer them back to United.

Based on United’s own arguments, its demand for reassignment of these international slot
transfers to United’s domestic operations should be denied. United itself has argued that the best
use of a scarce slot resource is for international operations. If United wants to expand domestic
service, United can — as United itself argued when stating that the slots should be preferentially
reserved for international operations — bring additional domestic service into Midway (or a new
regional atrport).



i
|
f
!

11. The Forgotten Issues of Public Health and Environment

The McCain/Moseiey-Braun/Durbin proposal speaks of an incremental “environmental” review
of any additional flights. But SOC is painfully aware of how FAA pilays the “environmental”
review game at O’Hare.

First, FAA plays games in describing the “baseline” conditions at O’ Hare - both as to noise and
as to toxic air pollution.

As to noise, FAA uses an “annual average” which grossly understates the noise impact in
communities around O'Hare. Though FAA itself says that adverse impact is measured on a
24-hour average basis {(a debatable proposition by itself), FAA then uses a 365-day average of
24-hour averages to define the impacted area.

As 1o toxic air pollution, the federal Administration refuses to tell our communities the identity,
concentration, and quantity of toxic chemical exposure caused by O’Hare’s current operations —
let alone incremental expansion.

Having detiberately understated (or totally ignored) the baseline environmental impacts on our
communities, the federal govermment then proceeds to use the FONSI (Finding of No Significant
Impact) device to ignore the systemic impact of the various related activities in bringing more
flights into O’Hare. The “capacity creep” of the post-1994 slot exemptions has allowed slots for
more than 40,000 new annual flights at O'Hare and has allowed United and American to shift
existing commuter slots to noisier and more environmentally impacting routes. Yet none of this
impact — and the related impact of the senal capacity expansion steps being undertaken at
(’Hare - is given systematic environmental analysis.

12. Democratic and Republican Leadership at the state and federal levels
must address the need for major new capacity in the Chicago Region
NOW,

The analysis contained in this report demonstrates what ail of us intuitively know. The demand
for air transport service currently outstrips the avaiiable airport capacity of the Chicago region.
Even United — in its analysis of the “zero sum™ game we face, necessarily concedes that current
demand outstrips O'Hare’s capacity. Thus we have a situation where the DGT determined 159
slots per hour have already been used up with wasteful and iliegal awards to {United and
American for non-critical domestic service — while our needs for servicing significant new
competition, essential air service communities, and international growth wiil likely be unmet.
Even the little additional increment of current demand that will may be met will at the expense of
delays for all 'Hare passengers,

This problem: — of current demand exceeding supply ~ becomes even worse when one examines
future projections of demand. Whether one accepts the FAA’s most recent guestionable Higures
or the NIPC approved regional projections of the State of lilinois, the fuiure demand far outstrips
O'Hare’s capacity by several hundred thousand flights annuaily. The delays, congestion,
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environmental, public health, and safety concerns of trving 1o jam several hundred thousand
additional flights into O Hare leaves rational leadership with one of two choices:

1. Send the traffic growth outside the Region with a loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs
and billions in economic benefits. This phenomenon is already occurring as United is
shifiing substantial portions of its growth to Denver.

2. Build major new capacity at a new regional metropolitan Chicago Airport to handle the
new growth that O’ Hare cbviously cannot take now, let alone the future growth projected
for the Region. Both O’Hare and Midway would continue to serve as vital partners in a
metropolitan airport systermn.

We recognize that United and American have fought — along with Chicago — against a new
regional airport and for expansion of O'Hare. United’s and American’s reasons are simple; they
do not want major new capacity that could attract major new competition into the region spoiling
the pricing monopoly they currently enjoy at O"Hare. Chicago’s reasons for opposition are less
ciear but appear to be centered on a fear of loss of political control.

The airlines have funded their opposition with huge pelitical contributions — being egual
opportunity givers to both political parties. Chicago magazine reports a recent pasta dinner
where one United executive (and his Democratic lobbyist associate) contributed $65,000 in cash
and airline tickets to the national Democratic party. The Chicago Tribune claims that whenever
Republicans in the state legislature want to raise money, they simply raise the specter of a
regional airport authority bill - sending airline fobbyists down to Springfield with major
donations.

Whatever the reasons, the airlines and Chicago have put together a coalition of Democrats and
Republicans committed to massive expansion of (’Hare and against construction of a new
regional airport. Aiding them is a Democratic Administration in Washington ~ staffed by many
former employses of the Chicago Department of Aviation — who have constantly thrown
roadblocks in the path of the new regional airport while constantly supporting O'Hare expansion.

On the other side are Republican and Democratic [eaders like Congressman Hyde, Congressman
Jackson, lilinois Secretary of State Ryan, Senate President Pate Philip and Hlinois House
Minority Leader Lee Daniel who are strongly committed to no furiher expansion of O’Hare and
for fast-track construction of a new regional airport.

Waffling inn the middle are politicians who either profess to be against expansion of O’Hare
whiie eguivocating on a new regional zirport or who dodge the issne and refuse to take a stand
on either O’ Hare expansion or the need for a new regional airport. 1t"s time for these political
teaders — and Senator Moseley-Braun, Senator Durbin, and Congressman Poshard are among
them - o take a clear stand on these issues. Arve they for an expanded O'Hare? If so how much
expansion? Are they for a new regional airport? If sc, when and how will they insure its rapid
construction?



The debate over the “slot exemptions™ at O’Hare and the issues swirounding that debate iliustrate
that this controversy is not over some probiem in the far distant future. The time for decision
and action is now.
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THE SHELL GAME WITH “SLOTS” AT O’HARE
A.  The Existing High Density or “Sict” Rule

The High Density Rule for O’Hare stems from an FAA respouse to a condition that is seif
evident at 0"Hare. The “demand” for aircraft operations that would — assuming no fimits on
{’Hare capacity — otherwise use the airport is limited by the finite “supply” {or capacity) of the
airport to accommodate that demand. Unless limits or controls are placed on the level of
operations that use the airport (the level of “demand”), the uncontroiled demand will overwhelm
the capacity of the airport and unacceptably high levels of congestion and delay wiil result’.

To control demand se that delays did not rise above unacceptable levels, the FAA in 1968
promulgated what is known as the “High Density Rule™ now codified at 14 CFR §93.123.

Airport
Class of User LaGuardia Newark O'Hare n2 03’ Vﬁ::;ir:ﬂon
=% Alr carriers 48 40 £20 37
Commuters 14 ! 1 5 1
] Ottier 6 r 10 16 12

1 For a discussion and illustration of the refationship between demand, capacity and delay see FAA's report entitled Airfield and dirspace
Capacity/Ivelay Policy Analysis, FAA-APO-B1-14 and in the attached chart showing the relationship between delay and the growth in traffic
volume (See chart ai p. 33, infra) See alse FAAs annval repont emtitied Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan where FAA acknowledges that
so-calied reductions in delay are really means to increase capacity to handle mors traffic.

[

For a history of the development of the High Density Rule, See Gleimer, Slor Regulation ar High Density Airporis: How Did We Get Here and
Where Are We Going, 61 Journal of Air Law and Commerce {May/June 1996).

3 The houriy numerical limits at O"Hare ar¢ further limited by the following conditions:
n2 The hour period in effect at O"Hare begins at 6:45 a.m. and continues in 30-minute increments untit $:15 p.m.
n3 Operations at O'Hare Internationa} Airport shall noi -
(3) Exceni as provided in paragraph (c) of the note, exceed 52 for aiv carriers and 13 for commuters and 5 for “other” during any 30-minale
pericd beginning at 6:45 2.m, and continuing every 30 minutes thereafier.
(b) Exceps as provided iu paragraph (¢} ef the note, exceed more than 120 for air carriers, 25 for commuters, and 10 for “other” in any two
consecutive I0-minuie peviods.
{c} For the hours beginning at 6:45 a.m., 7:45 am., 1 1:45 a.m., 743 p.m. and 8:45 p.m., the hourly limitations shal! be 105 for air carriers, 40
for commuters and {5 for “othey,” and the 30-minute Hmitations shall be 35 for air carrjers, 26 for commuiers and 5 for “other.” For the hour
beginping at 3:45 p.m,, the hourly limitations shali be 115 for air carriers, 30 for commuters and 10 for “other,” and the 30-murute hmitations
shall be 60 for air carriers, 15 for commuters and 5 for “other.”
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B. The 1994 Congressional Statute Creating Siot Exemptions

In the 1994 FAA Authorization Administration Act, P.L. 103-305, Congress created three very
limited exemptions for the 155 slots per hour limitation at G’ Hare:

1. Essential Air Service. (49 U.S.C. §41714(a)) These are communities which are
expressly defined under federal statutes 49 USC §4731 et seq’.

2. International Flights. (49 U.S.C. §41714(b)} These are slots for international flights
that could otherwise not get access to the airport.

3. New Eatrants. (49 U.S.C. §41714(c)) The concept here was to allow new airlines to
enter into a “Fortress Hub” so as to increase competitton and try to break the
monopoly stranglehold of the dominant carriers at a Fortress Hub such as O’Hare.

The logic and public policy behind these exemptions was clear. There are a limited number of
communities expressly designated “essential air service” communities where access to O’ Hare
was considered essential®. Similarly, Congress wanted to try to accommodate international
traffic if we are to be able to negotiate and honor bilateral and muiti-lateral agreement for access -
to foreign destinations. Finally, no one would quarrel with the need to stimulate new

competitive entries to bring new fare competition into Fortress Hubs such as O Hare®.

C. In 1995 the DOT published its Congressionally mandated report, A
Study of the High Density Rule — concluding that O’Hare had a
theeretical capacity of 159 sperations per heur (four more than the 155
in the HDR) — but declined to increase the limit from 155 operations
because of the increased delays invoived.

As part of the 1994 legislation, Congress directed the Department of Transportation to conduct
and complete an exhaustive study as to whether there was additional capacity at the High
Density Rule Airports and whether the High Density Rule should be lifted.

In May 1995, USDOT released its four volume report, A Study of the High Density Rule, and in
June 1995 announced that on the basis of this study, DOT would not change the slot limits —
either at O’Hare or at any other HDR airport.

“EAS is a program that was developed by Congress in conjunction with airline deregulation in an effort to help cnsure that smaller

communitics are provided with ihe air service necessary to link them to the national air ranspontation system. To the extent necessary. carriers
may zeceive yubsidies te opeiate to certain EAS polns.” Gleirner, supra, at 587 n.43

One of the purpases of the 1994 legisiation was to restore EAS service 10 communities which had lost pre-existing EAS service ro O"Hare.
Bee DOT order 94-10-47 arp.2.

The problems with high monopoly supported business fares at Fortress Hub Airporis have been repeatedly identified by both GAG and DOT.



In its 1995 HDR study, USDOT found that the “balanced capacity” of O’Hare was 159
operations per hour or four operations per hour higher than the {55 slots ailowed under the HDR
regulationT, However, the DOT decided agazinst allowing an increase in the slots from 155 to
159 per hour because the increase in allowed slots would increase delays®.

It is these four slots per hour — from 155 to 159 -- that Congress and various advocates of
additional slot exemptions have been basing their various demands for additional slot exemptions
at O'Hare. However, as discussed below, not only will these additional slots lead to additional
delay for all O’Hare travelers, but these four hypothetical additional slots have already been
exhausted by the grant of more than 100 slot exemptions at O’Hare by USDOT since 1995.

D. A Study of the Slot Exemptions granted under §41714 since 1995 shows
thhat more than 100 slot exemptions have been granted - more than
using up the four siot per hour increment in the 1995 DOT study of the
High Density iKule.

The USDOT maintains a detailed Internet docket of all slot exemption requests, all pleadings
filed by those in support or opposed to the request, and the written decisions of the DOT in
granting or denying the request. SOC has examined this docket for all slot exemptions granted -
since the 1994 legislation and has found that more than 100 slot exemptions have been awarded.

It must be remembered that these more than 100 slot exemptions operate above the 155
operations per hour {imit set by 93 CFR 93.123 and are included in the roughly 15 hour period
(6:45 AM to 9:15 PM) that the slot limitation is in effect. Simple arithmetic (100 plus
exemptions divided by 15 hours) dictates that for at least several hours per day, the FAA’s
theoretical capacity for G’Hare of |59 operations per hour is currenily being exceeded.

HDR Report p. 53 FAA has recently advised the Hlinois Transportation that as of 1998, the estimated hourly capacity at O 'Hare remains at
159 operations per hour.

Under the USDOT analysis, the delays created by going from 155 operations per hour to 159 operations per hour resulted in almost a doubling
of the delays — from 11.8 to 23.7 minutes per operation. Id at 59. Thus, whatever benefits were derived from the additional four flights per
hour had 10 be balanced against the fact that eli the other flights (i.e. the base case 155 flights) would suffer an almost doubling of delays if the
slot increase were to be allowed. The reason why 2 small incremental increase in demand at the margins of an airport’s capacity can result in
a dramadic increase in overall delays is explained and Hiusirated in FAA's Repon entitled Airfield and Airspace Capacin/Delay Poficy
Anafysis, FAA-AFO-81-14, and in chart showing the relationship between delay and the growh in traffic voleme {chari at p.33 | infra). As
traffic is aliowed to grow ar the margin of an airport's capaciry, small incremernal increases in traffic can cause everall average delays for all
traffic to rise exponentially. Neither the FAA nror the Airlines want Congress or the public to understand this relationship, or the
corvesponding Get that so-called “reductions in delay™ through changes in Alr Traffic Contrel (ATC) procedures and physical construction at
the almpon necessaniy sise ingrease capacity of that airport 1o canrry more waffic. Just as we have ali experienced the impact of adding another
lane to a busy highway, temposary delay reductions af alrporss are invariably followed by delays again rising to historical levels but now at a
tauch higher volume of traffic. I wraffic demand is rising and remams in excess of supoly (capacity) as it will at O Hare, any so-called delay
reduciions will simply result in higher levels of traffic at the airport with delays again rising o historical levels.



Order # Mumber of Slot Exemptions Carrier
Domestic
D4.0.35 5 Repo Alr
Great Lakes Airlines
941647 24 {United Express)
Great Lakes Alrlices
84-11-12 4 (United Express)
Great §akes Alrlines
= W ¥
911 24 (United Express)
B ¥7-10-16 - 2 Reno Air
g )
L 08-4-21 16 Trans States (United Express)
-k 98-4-21 5 Americs West
* 98-4-21 16 Simmons {American Eagle)
| ;;‘ 98-4-21 6 Atiantic Const (United Express)
E Subtotal 108
| ._; internationsl
- 97-3-33 4 Turkish Airiines
! i 97.84-11 & Polish Nationah Airline (LOT) |
o 98-5.28 1 Luftiiansa
98-5-8 2z Irerin
Subtotal 13
Total 122

Given DOT’s express {indings that the capacity of O’Hare is 159 operations per hour — and the
fact that the extra four slots per hour in excess of the {55 per hour limit of §93.123 are already
used up — there is no room for 30 more slots to be provided at O’Hare.

i Remember that DOT declined to open up the 155 operations per hour limit because of concerns
\ that adding the four additional slots would increase delay. Remember too that at the margin of
{ capacity — wherg O Hare currently is — adding additional operations has ripple defay effects

‘ across the entire universe of O Hare travelers.

We are iiterally at the stage where every additional flight operation allowed at O"Hare will have
potentially serious delay consequences for the entire traveling population using O’ Hare.
Preliminary delay figures released by the FAA suggest that delays are again rising at O’ Hare -
suggesting that the additional slot exemptions already awarded have had an adverse effect on the
entire ("Hare traveling population.
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E. Instead of bringing in new competition — 2 key justification for allowing
slot exemptions ~ virtually all of the more than i00 new slois exemptions
since 1994 have been illegally awarded to United or American or their
affiliates — thus expanding the monopely strangieheld that United and
American have at O’Hare.

Much of the political rhetoric supporting allowance of slot exemptions has been based on the
common desire to bring new competitors into O"Hare where United and American conirol over
80% of the traffic. Indeed, the 1994 legislation provided for slot exemptions for “new entrants™.
49 U.S.C. §41714(c)’.

Yet an analysis of the more than 100 slots awarded since 1994 for domestic operations shows
that by far the lion’s share of these 108 slots went to United Express and American Eagle —
captive affiliates of United and American.

E Skot Ezemptions Awarded for Domestic Operations

. 94.-9-3¢ | 5 Reno Air
| T {United Express)
i 94-10-47 24 Groat Lakes Airlines

j . {United Express)
B 94-11-12 4 Great Lakes Ajrlines
= (United Express)
| ST 20 Great Lakes Airlines |
| 97-10-16 2 Remo &4ir ¢
| 95-4-21 16 {United Express) Trans States |
: T
{ 28-4-21 5 America West - j
é 88 4-21 16 {American Eagle) Simmons {
§ 98-4-21 16 {United Express) Atlantic Coast i
E Totai 108 )
b

After accounting for 28 slot exemptions given 1o United Express for Essential Air Service
(94-10-47, 94-11-12'%) that leaves 80 slot exemptions that were awarded for reasons other than

9 The problem of monopoly pricing and the high cost of business fares at Foetress Hubs has been wel documented by US DOT, GAO, and the
filinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) United and American contrel over 80% of the traffic at O'Hare. 1DOT estimates that bucause
of this monopoly contro! by American and United, the traveling public pays a monopoly penalty of 250-360 million doilars per year. The

“new cntrant” provision of the 1994 law was intended to bring in new competition.

10 Inorder 94-11-12 issued on November 17, 1994 - before the grant of more than 80 additional non EAS exemptions, the DOT expressly
declined 1o grant any sdditional EAS exemptions bevause of the “significantly increased operationa! delays™ that wovld be cansed. “"We are
unprepared to authonize any additional EAS operations at O*Hare since significaqily increased operaiional delays could result.” 1994 DOT
Av. Lexis at 4 {emphasis added). DOT then proceeded 1o award 80 more siots oatside and in violation of the letter aind intent of the statute.
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essential air service and intemational. Of these 80 slots, 68 {or 85%) were awarded to United or
American affiliates under bizarre reasoning that United Express was 2 “new entrant” and that
American should somehow receive additional slots as compensation for the stots awarded to
“new entrant” United Express.

The USDOT concluded in Orders 97-1-7 and 98-4-21 that the United Express affiliates were
independent entities of United. In order 98-4-21, DOT has explained that the United Express
affiliates qualified as new entrants because they were in effect contract franchisees of United and
not wholly owned. In contrast, DOT could not use the same twisted reasoning for American
Eagle since American Eagle is a wholly owned subsidiary of AMR, parent of American Airlines.

American properly charged that the attempt of United Express affiliates to claim that they were
“new entrants” was a sham in violation of the letier and intent of the statute. One can hardly
claim thct aliowing increased United Express service into United’s primary hub qualifies as new
competition for United Airlines - the dominant carmier at O'Hare. As stated correctly by
American:

“To favor the United carrier group over the American carrier group, based on
whether regional operations are conducted by franchisees (United Express) or by
corporaie affiliates (American Eagle), is simply irrational. Such an anificial '
distinction is utterly irrelevant to the competitive reality of the online network
services that United and Amencan provide via their respective hubs at O’Hare.
Most passengers neither know, nor care, whether regional affiliates such as
United Express or Anerican Eagle are franchised or owned...”

“Indeed, the extraordinary degree of control United exercises over its United
Express partners makes clear that there is no significant difference between
United’s direction of its franchisee operations, and American’s direction of
American Eagle operations.” "'

T
“From a marketing and consumer point of view, they are identical. ... A
McDonald’s restaurant that is owned by a franchisee is every much a McDonald’s

as a company-owned restaurant. Trans-States is as much a part of the United
Express group as a company-owned subsidiary.”'?

It is apparent that the 1994 legislation set off a war between United and American - the two
proverbial 800 pound gorillas at O’Hare — on three refated fronts:

OST-$7-2368-17 Pleading by American Eagle

05T.57-2368.24 Pieading by American Eagle opposing the siot award to United Express affiliate Trans States.



1. American and United each wanted to use the slot exemptions to expand its owni
monopely power at O Hare, even though Congress did not intend the leiter or spirit of the
slot exemption provision to benefit the expansion of either American’s or United’s
monopoly power.

2. American and United each wanted to prevent the other from gaining slot advantage.
Because of this strategic jockeying, we have the benefit of Amernican and United
exposing the iliegalities of cach other’s (and DOT’s) improper exemptions.

3. American and United - United especially — wanted to use up the available slots so that
new competitors could not enter the market.

As characterized by Delta’s affiliate, Comair, the flurry of slot exemption applications by United
and American since 1994 were nothing more than a battle to expand their bub dominance:

“[E]xcept for Reno Air (which has/had a close relationship with American}, all
the applicanis are controlled by either American or United in terms of O Hare
operation (none is really a new entrant) and the requests simply constitute a batile
between the two carriers which dominate the hub and an effort by those two
carriers to expard that hub's dominance in the nation.”"

United was not the only culprit in the illegal abuse of the slot exemption process. American -
after correctly charging that the DOT’s awarding of dozens of slois to United Express for
non-essential service was illegal — then supped at the trough itself. Amertcan’s point was that if

the Department was going to illegally give slots to United, American should get slot exemptions
as well.

Having iilegally granted dozens of slot exemptions to United Express, DOT didn’t hesitate to
illegaliy award slot exemptions to American Eagle. Not content with violating the letter and
spirit of the statute with its massive awards of exemptions to United, DOT then proceeded to
violate the statute again by making the equivaient of “new enirant” awards to American, even

i though DCT knew American could not qualify under the “new entrant” subterfuge DOT had
used for United’s “franchisees”. American applied for slot exemptions for new service to
Duluth, MN.; Fayetteville, Ark.; and Shreveport, La. None of this service qualified under any of
the three statutory exemptions of §41714.

As noted above DOT had engaged in the fiction that United Express affiliates were “new
entrants” but had concluded that American Eagle could not get similar treatrnent because
Anerican Eagle was owned by AMR, American’s parent. Therefore, in order to give American
slot exemptions for non-EAS domestic cities — thus not meeting any of the statutory standards

13 OST-97-2363-32 Pleading of Cosnarr ins sppoesition 1o requests by United Express and American Eagle for slot exemptions, at 2. {emphasis
added)
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{no EAS/no international/no new entrant) — DOT had to engage in what might be called creative
illegality.

To get around this hurdle, DOT engaged in a game of “musical slots” (United’s term, not ours).
DOT literally plaved a “shell game” where it took 16 slots already used by American for
essential air service to Bloomington, Champaign and Lacrosse - told American to use those slots
for new service to Duluth, MN.; Fayetteville, Ark.; and Shreveport, La. — and then “awarded”
“new” essential air service slots to American for Bloomington, Champaign and Lacrosse.

United properly criticized this award as totally without statutory justification. DOT had used a
shell game to award slot exemptions for service that was not authorized by statute.

Thus, we have a situation where dozens of slots have been awarded at O’Hare to the dominant
carriers — all in violation of the statute — with increased delays to all the O’Hare traveling public,
and with reduced safety margins necessitated by the increased traffic at the margin of O'Hare’s
capacity. Further, as discussed below, United has properly characterized the finite and limited
incremental slot capacity {assuming it has not ali been used up) 35 a “zZerc sum”™ game.

For every slot given to feed the growth of United and American’s domestic monopoly, there is
one less available slot to meet the needs of international aviation ~ which United says is the type-
of traffic most valuable to the nation and to the regional economy — and to undeserved essential
air service communities. Since the more than {00 slot exemptions already given out since 1994
means that O’Hare is already operating at more than 159 operations per hour - four above the
155 per hour limit of the HDR and at the 159 limit decreed as the capacity of O’Hare by DOT -
the profligate and improper issuance of slot exemptions to United and American means that
future exemption requests for international service and EAS communities will be penalized.

F.  Most of the communities for which Slots Exemptions were awarded
were not “underserved” and alternative hub centers were availabie.

The express restrictions of the 1994 statute limited exemptions to EAS (Essential Air Service)
communities, international flights and to new entrants. We have 2iready shown that virtually all
of the more than 100 exemptions were given to United or American affiliates. The evidence is
also clear that the vast majority of the domestic siot exemptions given — more than sixty
exemptions were not to EAS communities.

Moreover, contrary to popular misconception, the great bulk of these slot exemptions are not for
service to Midwestern communities that somehow cannot get service to O’Hare.

Rather than serve close-in Midwestern destinations, these slot exemptions have been awarded to
relatively distant non-Midwestern cities who are readily served by other hubs such as Atlana,

14 OSY-97-2985-154 Objections of United to award of siel exemptions to American,
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Washington-Dulles, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh. Charleston, West Virginia; Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Roanoke, Virginia; and
Shreveport, Louisiana are hardiy Midwestern cities that have been deprived of access to the
Chicagn market and have no alternative hubs. As Delta’s affiliate, Comair, pointed out many of
these communities have adequate service to other hub cities in the South, Southeast, and
Midwest.

Moreover, even where a few slots have been awarded for Midwestern cities, these have been part
of the “musical slots/shell game” that both United and American have criticized — and then
employed to their advantage. For example DOT awarded United — again without meeting the
requirements of the 1994 Act (§41714) - slot exemptions for flights from Dubuque, lowa and
Sioux Falls, South Dakota to O’Hare. While these might be considered Midwestern cities for
whom service ought to be provided if there was capacity at G’Hare, American correctly points
out that United already had service from these cities to (3"Hare and - upon receipt of the siot
exemptions — promptly canceled this pre-existing service and used the slots for other traffic apart
from Dubugque, lowa and Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This is the very same kind of improper
“musical slots/shell game™ that United criticized when DOT let American do it. These
communities already have the service and the slot exemptions aliow them to pull this service — in
effect giving slot exemptions for other purposes not encompassed within the statutory
requirements.

Again, because of the extremely limited and finite incremental capacity available at O"Hare - if
any, given the 121 slot exemptions since 1994 - any slot exemptions given for service to
“underserved” communiiies necessarily takes away equivalent ability to provide slot exemptions
for EAS comimunities, international service, and new competitive entrants. As Delta’s affiliate
Comair has pointed out, it is a misnomer to characterize cities like Charleston, West Virginia;
Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania; Montgomery, Alabama; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Roanoke,
Virginia; and Shreveport, Louisiana as “underserved”. There are other hubs in other cities like
as Atlanta, Washington-Dulles, Cincinnati, and Pittsburgh that can and do serve these cities.

In truth none of these communities are “underserved”. They are just served by different hubs in
other regions of the country. Even it they were “underserved”, their needs can be addressed by
servicing these communities through hubs with less capacity limitations than O’Hare — hubs that
have plenty of capacity. The question Congress must ask is whether - given our concerns about
meeting international needs, the need to service EAS communities, and the need to bring in truly
new competitors into O’Hare — the scarce slot capacity which is presumed to exist at O'Hare
(which DOT says has already been used up) should be squandered on service to communities
that can readily be served elsewhere.

As United has cogently argued, these scarce slot resources should be saved and husbanded to
provide slots to the traffic that is most valuable to our region (see discussion below.). Providing
30 more slot exemptions for so-called “underserved” o compets with the existing three
categories of §41714 — cspecially given the more than 100 exemptions already issued — is
unwise, econemically wasteful, and will exacerbate the defays experienced by all ravelers 2t
O’Hare.



G.  The “ZERQO SUM” Game. United has correctly pointed out that - given
O’Hare’s meager capacity — there are a very limited finite amount of
possible siot exemptions at O’Hare and that awards for one purpose
automatically restrict siot exemption awards for other purposes.

Soon after the 1994 slot exemption statute was passed, USDQOT made a variety of statements
emphasizing that the new slots that were available shouild be provided to new domestic
competitors. In opposition to DOT’s stated intent, United made a number of statements which
emphasized the scarce amount of any available slot exemptions and the need to prioritize the
award of those exernptions for the best possible benefit to the nation and region.

United Airlines has correctly pointed out that the meager “excess” capacity of O’Hare (to the
extent that it has not been exhausted with existing 1995-1998 exemption awards) is extremely
limited. Award of slots for one purpose necessarily limits the ability to award slots for other
purposes.

“[The need to carefully ration the slot exemptions] becomes especially
meaningful in light of the Department’s finding in Simmons that the number of
slots it can create by exemptions from the HDR is both finite and “very limited.” -
Order 97-10-16, at 4. Given the limited amount of capacity avatilable at O’Hare
under the HDR, applications for exemptions ure, for all practical purposes.
mutually exclusive. Each exempiion reduces the Department's ability to grant
ather exemptions. "’

United strongly emphasized that — given the extremely limited amount of available slot

exemptions (only four according to the 1995 DOT High Density Report) — the slot exemptions

ought to be given to that traffic that brings the highest yield 1o the nation and the region rather
| than wasted on lower benefit traffic.

| “[Given the fact that each exemption granted reduces the ability of the DOT to

| grant other exemptions, the] Department, therefore has a special responsibility to
ensure that its decisions are based on sound economic analysis and will maximize
| consumer welfare.”'®

3 o e

“New airside capacity the department creates under the HDR at O’Hare is
Sfungible, and ultimately finite. The award of new slots for any of the exemption

18 Usnited Pieading opposing DOT statements of policy thai slot exemptions should be used to allow new competition for domestic operations at
O'Hare O5T-95-368-9 at §-9. {emphasis added)

| 6 Idat 9



uses is mutucily exclusive. An allocation of slots under the [new entrant]
“exceptional circumstances” provision preciudes their award for use at an
essential air service community. In economic terms, the allocation of this finite
capacity is a zero sum game, imposing on the Department of Transportation an
obligation to do its Gest to insure that new slots are put fo their highest and best

nl
use. 7

United pointed out that the highest economic yield to the nation and the region comes from
international flights and that — given O'Hare’s meager incremental capacity ~ slot exemptions
ought to be given to international flights instead of new slots for domestic service,

“[Tihere can be no doubt that new international services at O'Hare are likely to
have a significantly greater impact on the local, regicnal and national economies
that are new domestic services operated with narrow-bodied aircraft.””'®

T ETT:

“These data {data comparing greater economic benefits from international vs.
domestic operations] clearly tend to confirm that the benefit to the Chicago
economy from new international service would greatly exceed those from a
domestic flight.”"®

LR

“[Whenever an exemption slot at O'Hare is given away for a new entrant for
domestic service, the Department reduces its ability to grant future international
applications, causing a permanent loss of the potential economic gains such
service would produce.™

The point United makes is a valid one. Incremental slot capacity (if it does exist given the
exhaustion of the four siots found in the 1995 DOT High Density Study) is a “zero sum” game.
Even assuming that some slight additional capacity exists — and even assuming that the Nation is
willing to impose additional delays on all the O”Hare travelers to award those incremental slots —
the amount of incremental slots availabie is small and finite. Giving those slots to regional jet
non-stop domestic service automatically precludes those slots from being used for essential air
service communities or for international service. Conversely, giving those slots to EAS service

United Pleading in FAA Regulatory Docket #29009 at 3. (emphasis added)

United Pleading opposing DOT statements of policy that slot exemptions should be used to allow new competition for domestic operations at
O Hare OST-95-368-9 at 9
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or international automaticaily preciudes the opportunity to award those slots to new entrants in
domestic service.

H. The McCain/Moseley-Braun/Burbin “compromise” bill (8.2279) and
the companion House Bill compound the “Zero Sum” problene.

Given the profligate award of more than 100 siot exemptions by DOT since 1995 — using up the
four theoretical slots the DOT found were available in its 1995 High Density Rule Study — it is
extremely unlikely that there is additional capacity to provide the additional slots contained in
the McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin 30 new slot exemption bill. Even if there is, it will come ata
cost of imposing increasing delays on all O’Hare passengers.

Further, the McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin proposal -- by adding a fourth category of non-stop
regional jet service to the previous three categories of EAS, international, and new entrant —
makes it very likely that one or more important categories of traffic will be squeezed out in favor
of another category’. For example — as United has pointed out in another context ~ allocating
these new slots to commuters or to non-stop regional jets necessarily precludes their use to meet
international needs.

Finally, by stuffing more aircraft operations into the margin of O’Hare’s capacity, the
McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin proposal will necessarily create significant new delay problems
for all O’Hare passengers and create self fulfilling pressure for new expansion at O’Hare.
According to the delay curve presented in the 1995 DOT High Density Rule Study, adding the
four flights per hour would significantly increase the delay suffered by all passengers at O’ Hare.
Since these four slots per hour are already exhausted any addition stot exemptions would
exacerbate the delay.

At the margin of O’Hare’s capacity where these flights our added, each additional flight added
has an exponential impact on the delays suffered by all other flights. The McCain,
Moseley-Braun, Durbin proposal would add ancther two flights per hour on top of the four flight
maximum found by DOT’s 1655 High Density Rule Study to be the maximum incremental
capacity available at O’ Hare.

Rather than regional jet service, the House adds a fourth category which it calls communities “not receiving sufficient air service.™ §101{c)(1).

Unlike the relatively narrow categories of exemption under the 1994 statute, both the House and Senate new exempiicns are very open-ended
- allowing a flecd of exemption proposals for service peross the corany by United and American. Note that neither the new Senate or new
House exempticns prevent these new slot exemiptions from being awarded to United or American - coitinuing to expand their monopoly
position at §'Hare.
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i United’s request for domestic slots to be taken from international
carriers is wrong and runs contrary o what United told the Department
of Transportation.

As shown zbove, in arguments to the Department of Transportation United has argued that the
four slot per hour incremental capacity was an extremely limited resource which should be
carefully rationed and given only to the highest benefit traffic. According to United,
international traffic provided the greatest economic benefits to the nation and to the Chicago
fegion.

United used this argument in an attempt to persuade DOT not to award slot exemptions for
domestic service to competitors. United argued that the scarce O’Hare slots should be reserved
for high yield international traffic and that domestic flight demand should be routed to Midway.
United argued — correctly — that for every scarce O’ Hare slot exemption awarded to a domestic
operation, that was one less slot that would be availabie for meeting international needs.

However history has shown that - rather than reserve these scarce stots for international flights —
United has had its affiliates grab most of the 100 exemptions granted to expand United’s
domestic service with slot exemptions 10 places like Wilkes-Barre, Pa., Roanoke, Va. and
Chattanooga, Tn.

This slot-grabbing game between United and American — using up scarce and limited
incremental capacity for nen-stop regional jet domestic service — has more than used up the four
slot per hour incremental capacity found by DOT to be avaiiabie at O’Hare.

United’s actions — in declaring the higher value of international flights over domestic on the one
hand, while grabbing up slot exemptions for domestic service on the other ~ have caught United
in a logical bind that relates to the history of the High Density Rule.

In 1985, the DOT grandfathered hundreds of domestic slots at O’Hare and awarded them at no
cost to United and American. This grandfather gift was worth hundreds of miliions of dollars to
United and American and allowed them the capacity lock that has led to their dominance at
O’Hare. Though giving United and American this enormous gift of govermnment resources (the
siots), the DOT reserved its prerogative to periodically transfer some of those slots to serve
international operations. Curvently, FAA mransfers approximately a net of 16 slots from United
to accomimodate international flights.

United has long argued that the FAA should not transfer slots from Untted’s domestic operations
to be used by international carriers. United has argued that FAA and DOT should find these
slots from some other source. United’s problem, however, was that while it was extolling on one
side of its mouth the importance of reserving the four slot per hour (1995 HDR Swdy)
incremental capacity for international operations, United and American were exhausting this
incremental four slot per hour capacity for new domestic operatiens.

Incredibly, at the same time United and American were exhausting the incremental four slot per
hour in capacity in a war to expand domestic slots, United was telling the FAA that these very



same four slots were available to accommodate international flights. Based on this asserted four
slot incrernental capacity, United argued that the FAA should cease its seasonal wwansfer of slots
from domestic carriers to international carriers and award slot exemptions to international
carriers.

The probiem with United’s argument is that ali the theoretically excess incremental capacity has
been used up by United’s and American’s domestic expansion. Whatever capacity that could
have been used for international siot exemptions has been exhausted. To recite United’s own
zero sum argument, for every slot exemption awarded domestically, there is one less slot to be
awarded for an international operation.

Based on a detailed analysis of United’s arguments, FAA rejected United’s argument that the
roughly 16 net transfers from United 10 international operations should cease.

Having failed before the FAA, United has now made overtures to the Congress, hoping to get
from legislation what it could not get administratively.

Based on United’s own arguments, 1ts demand for reassignment of these international slos
transfers to Uinited’s domestic operations should be denied. United itself has argued that the best
use of a scarce slot resource is for international operations. If United wanis to expand domestic’
service, United can — as United itself argued when stating that the slots should be preferentially
reserved for international operations -- bring additional domestic service into Midway (or a new
regional airport).

In rejecting United’s request for transfer of the slots, the FAA rejected the very arguments that
are now being put forward to add new slot exemptions at O"Hare — i.e., (1) a claim that the HDR
Study found significant new capacity above the 155 operation per hour limit and (2} a claim that
within the 155 per hour himit there was unused capacity in the “cther” category:

“We do not find valid the City’s [Chicago’s] comment that withdrawal of slots for
bilateral agreement purposes is no longer valid: (1) in view of the Department’s
HDR Study; and {2) the utilization of "other’ slots used by general aviation and
military operations. While the Department’s [HDR] Study did indicate that
O'Hare’s balanced airfield capacity could exceed the allocated quota by an
additional four flights per hour, the Study also predicted increased delays. The
Department then concluded that the projected costs to consumers, airlines and
communities currently ouiweigh the benefits that might accrue if the HDR was
removed or modified. "

“[T]he use of designated slot reservations in the ‘Other’ category would also
require a regulatory change. It is important to note that the pool of slots for the
‘Other’ category, consisting of 10 slots per hour, are used primarnily by general
aviation. While the Air National Guard based at O’Hare has been vsing a number
of the ‘Other’ slots, this use is not on 2 consistent, day-to-day basis, but rather ad
hoc. Since 1993, the aumber of annual military operations has steadily declined
from approximately 3,100 operations to 1,900 operations in 1997 (Conversely,
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Moreover, given the frantic exhaustion of incremental slot exemptions to United and American
affiliates as “new entrants”, there is likely little or no capacity to gain the existing 16
international slots from slot exemptions without creating significant delays.

In sum, United's request that Congress cut out existing International service and re-transfer these
slots to United is wholly without merit and runs contrary to both United’s earlier arguments in

favor of intemational traffic and the exhaustion of any excess slot capacity by United’s “new
entrant” gamesmanship over the last two years.

J.  The Mythical Mijitary Slois are not available.

In addition to distortion and confusions about the siot exemptions under §41714 above the 155
operations per hour High Density Rule (14 CFR §93.217), several advocates of more operations
at O'Hare have argued that FAA should a2liow the use of “unused” “military” slots that are
supposedly available within the 155 slots of the High Density Rule. There are several problems
with this argument.

There are no slots at O’Hare dedicated to military operations. There is a category called
“other” under 14 CFR §93.217 which includes other kinds of aircraft operations that do not fit
into scheduled commercial or scheduled commuter. This “other” category (10 slots per hour)
includes general aviation, military, non-scheduled commercial aircraft and any other
miiscellaneous non-scheduled operations.

None of these other slots is “unused”. A check with FAA revealed that all of the 10 other slots
are fully used. Further, FAA, when faced with the argument for realiocating the “other” category
has stated that such action would require a full notice and comment rulemaking to change the
HDR rule. FAA has declined to shift these “other” slots commercial or commuter.

As noted above, the FAA rejected Chicago’s argument that these 10 “other” slots were somehow
available. The military use of those slots is minuscule — iess than one slot per hour — and the rest
of those slots are currently in use by traffic the FAA and DOT consider to be valuable traffic.

K. Increasing the siot exemptions even by a2 smail amount will result in
significant delays for all O’Hare travejers.

As the DOT’s 1995 report, 4 Study of the High Density Rule, emphasized, capacity and aircraft
delays are highly interrelated. When an airport has considerable excess capacity delays rise
gradually as more aircraft are processed through the airport. However, when the airports’
capacity is already stressed by existing demand, studies have shown that even a small addition of
aircraft operations at the margin — such as are proposed here — can have a very severe impact
on delays experienced by all O’Hare travelers.
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As this diagram from the FAA raport dirfield and Airspace Capacity/Delay Policy Analysis,
FAA-APO-81-14 demonstrates, as traffic demand at an airport starts approaching its physical
capacity, Gelays start rising dramatically. Small increments of traffic can be added but only at a
cost of creating significant delays for all the traffic using the airport. ’
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This phenomenon is well iliustrated by DOT’s findings in the 1995 High Density Rule Study.
DOT found that merely adding 4 flights per hour to the 155 flights per hour would aimost double

the delays faced by all O"Hare travelers — including the travelers in the base 155 operations per
hour.
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Some but not all the increased delays predicted by DOT have occurred. The reason all of these
delays have not been observed can be found in the continuing FAA practice of squeezing — with
a significantly reduced margin of safety — more and more aircraft operations closer together in
tine and space. (See discussion below.)

Moreover, this dangerous game of squeezing more and more aircraft into a finite amount of
space and time has both theoretical and common sense limits. FAA has recently provided
Congressmen Hyde and Jackson with FAA”s estimate of traffic demand growth at G'Hare to the
year 2020. That demand forecast has several apparent flaws which bave been criticized by the
State of Illinots 25 not using correct input data and assumptions.

Accepting for the sake of argument, the validity of the FAA 2020 forecast, it is obvious that
demand for air transportation in the future will overwhelm O’Hare’s already stressed-to-the limit

capacity.
Forecast Operations Per Day .
1988 actual ! 2350 R
1954 actual (consirained by HDR) | 2495 A
194 WOHDR | 2716 I
L FAA 1998 year 2020 demand L 3559 R
State of IMincis 73 million 2010 enplanements 4464
demand 1 oo e

It is obvious that an airport that has difficulty handling the 1994 daily demand of either 2495 or
2716 operations would virtually collapse at the demand represented by either the FAA forecast
(1.227 million operations) or the State of [ilinois forecast {1.54 million operations).”*

L. The Safety Risks of Continuing To Squeeze More and More Aircraft
Operations Into O’Hare

There are safety consequences as well. The only way to add more flights at the margmn in a
physically constrained environment such as O’Hare — without increasing delays — is to pack the
aircraft operations closer together. There are only 60 minutes in an hour and any sixth grade
student chailenged by a word math problem knows that — to get more operations into that 60
minute period — the FAA must shorten the average time it takes for a plane to land and take off,
| That necessarily means bringing the operations cioser together in time and space.

|

Indeed, that is exactly what the FAA and Chicago, O’Hare airport’s operator have been trying to
do for the past several years. For several years FAA has been conducting a “capacity

)

| 24 The FAA and State of Hlinois forecasts provided by FAA assume a growth in the average enplanements per aircrafl - an as yet unproven
| assumption. If that assumption is incorrect, the aircraft operations demand would be even greater.
]
)
|
l
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enhancement” program at dozens of the Nation’s existing airports. Rather than building new
airports to add to capacity, FAA has focused on stuffing more flights into existing airports
through a variety of physical changes (e.g., high speed exits; hold pads; new runways) coupled
with changes in air traffic control procedures designed to stff more planes into the same
airspace in any given finite period of time (e.g,, 15 minutes, 30 minutes, 60 minutes). This
desire to build more capacity is set forth in a number of FAA documents inciuding its annual
report entited divport Capacity Enhancement Pian (ACE).

e

-
Py, A

|

In addition the FAA has funded and sponsored “airport capacity enhancement” studies at most of
the Nation’s major commercial airports — including Chicago’s O'Hare and Midway.

Because increases in O’Hare’s capacity are a politically explosive topic, FAA and Chicago have
attemnpted to disguise the FAA capacity enhancement program for O'Hare and Midway by
calling it the “Delay Task Force” Study. Yet every FAA-funded identical study for every other
major airport in the country (including Houston, Los Angeles, New York, Washington, Seattle,
Dallas-Ft. Worth, Atlanta and a host of other airports) candidly acknowledges the program as a
“capacity enhancement” program. And Chicago and FAA in their internal documents clearly
identify the publicly spun “Delay Task Force Report” as a “capacity enhancement” report.
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We bring these facts to your attention because — shori of building new runways at O'Hare ~ the
only way to allow increases in aircraft operations at the margin (such as has been involved in the
more than 100 slot exemptions awarded since 1994 and proposed for the additional 30 slots in
the McCain/Moseley-Braun/Durbin “compromise”) is to jam more aircraft operations closer
together in time and space.

This attempt to compress more aircraft operations in the same time and space to increase the
capacity of O'Hare is reflected in a variety of “capacity enhancement” measures that O’Hare and
the FAA have employed in recent years as part of their “capacity enhancement” program at
O’Hare. These measures, or variants of these measures are set forth in the 1991 O’Hare
Capacity Enhancement Report (publicly known as the Delay Task Force Report) and in various
editions of the FAA’s Aviation Capacity Enkancement Plan.

The measures include such techniques as reducing ninway occupancy time, reducing the
separation distance between arriving aircraft, land-and-hold-short operations in the “wet” (so
called “wet stops”), and land-and-hold-short operations at night. Among the current operational
changes under consideration by the FAA are such dubious devices as allowing “triple converging
runway arrivals” in the dark or in bad weather conditions, nighttime land-and-hold-short
operations, and jamiming more aircraft into the arrival queue at the so-calied arrival
“comerposts”. (This last process is the so-called Chicago Terminal Area Project or CTAP).

The following are both implemented and proposed FAA devices for placing more aircraft closer

together in time and space — in bad weather and low visibility — to increase the capacity of
(O’Hare:
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All of these changes have significant risk. If our political leaders continue to support the
squeezing of more and more aircraft into the finite airspace and airport facilities at O’Hare, they
are risking a major disaster. Many political feaders - including Uiinois Secretary of State George
Ryan and Congressman Henry Hyde — have emphasized this risk and have called for a stop to
this continucd piecemeal ratcheting process where more and more flights are squeezed into
O’Hare.

Nor is this mere political rhetoric. Most pilots normally don’t broadcast their concerns about
safety hazards. And the airline public refations machine guickly stifles bad news about near
misses and potential catastrophes™.

But we know of at least two major incidents in the last 18 months where daylight use of the
{and-and-hold-short procedure at G’ Hare has resulted in near catastrophe.  Land and hold short
is a process where one of two atrcraft using intersecting runways is directed to land and “hold

2% Witness the suphemism of the incidens jast fall with a 727 tanding on runway 32 R at O'Hare. American and Chicage aviation officials

eeferved to the incident as & “hard landing” where the 727 skigded off the runway and gouged ou? its belly. Mimicking the penchant for zisline
public relations to play down safety hazards with suphemisms, others have referved o the incident as a “sof! crash™.
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short” of the intersection with the other active runway. It is used increasingly at O’Hare in order
to process more aircraft operations.

The problem with land-and-hold-short is again related to Murphy’s law — if something can go

wrong, it will. Land-and-hold-short presumes that the aircraft that must hold short can and will
stop short of the intersection with the other active runway, where another aircraft is moving at

high speed toward the intersection.

In May 1997 in broad daylight at Q'Hare a departing British Airways 747 was departing on 32R
to the Southeast. Arriving at O’Hare on an intersecting runway (27L) was a United 737. For
reasons as yet unknown, the United 737 was unable to stop prior to the intersection. Because the
incident occurred in broad daylight, an alert controller happened to look up and see the
impending collision between the 747 and the 737 and ordered the 747 to make a panic stop. The
747 lost several tires in the panic stop, was disabled, and had to be towed off the field.

There has been at least one similar incident in the last 18 months where two arriving flights on
intersecting runways under land and hold short almost collided. Again, alert action - this time
by one of the pilots — averted a disaster. As stated by the pilot:

“We were assigned Rwy 32L full length and a B727 was assigned Rwy 271
LASSO [Land-And-Hoid-Short] Rwy 32L. He accepted and TWO properly
informed us of his location. He had just 6500 ft of available rwy and with his
deceleration rate it was hard to tel{ if he could stop before our intxn. There was a
definite collision potential here. Further considering the potential of failed brakes
or just bad judgment on the LASSO [ believed at the time a GAR [Go Around)
was a distinct possibility. 1 partially leveled off at 100 ft expecting such when he
started ¢iring Rwy 27L. I wound up Indg long and siill managed to stop wel!
before the end of the rwy. I'm now a firm believer in the union pos that LASSO
ops are inherently unsafe. especially where 2 converging indgs are occurring.
Next time I will make an immediate decision to just GAR.”

FAA Aviation Safety Reporting System Report of an incident in October
1997 berween an MD-80 and a B-727 both landing at O"Hare on
intersecting runways. {emphasis added)

The point of describing these real world near-collisions is to set the framework for the
procedures either now in effect or proposed to jam more aircraft operations into O'Hare. The
triple converging approach and the nighttime land-and-hold-short procedures being advocated by
the airlines anid Chicago are iflustrative of the hazards of these techniques. They are designed to
be employed in low visibility conditions — exactly the conditions that create the greatest safety
nisk when aircraft are placed in closer proximity to one another in time and space. Had the
land-and-hold-short incident between the British Airways 747 and the United 737 taken place at
night — a procedure now urged by Chicago — the likelihood of a controller seeing and preventing
a catastrophe would have been far less.
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M. The Forgotten Public Health and Environmental Issues

Some politicians seek to hide behind the cover of an environmental impact statement process to
duck the hard issues presented by the slot exemption proposals and the related issues of
piecemeal expansion of O’Hare. The citizens who live around O’Hare are all to familiar with the
games played by FAA and Chicago in addressing the environmental and public health issues
presented by the airport and its expansion. Two egregious tactics used by the FAA and Caicago
stand out.

Ignoring the toxic chemical cloud from OHare. Anyone who lives in many of the
communities around O’Hare can tell you of the persistent smell of “kerosene™ in the air from
partially burned and unburned jet aircraft exhaust fumes permeating the residential
neighborhoods around O’Hare. These same residents can show you the toxic scum from jet
aircraft exhaust that coats their yards, their outdoor furniture, their cars, and their homes. We
know that these toxic fumes contain Benzene, Formaldehyde, and a host of other carcinogenic
chemicals. {3'Hare has these problems because - unlike a new regional airport with many square
miles of land buffer — ' Hare abuts many residentizl communities.

Yet state and federal public health officials ignore these communities. At no time have FAA,
USEPA, or the State of Iilinois come into cur communities and sampled for the baseline amount
of toxic air pollution coming into our communities from O’ Hare. At no time have FAA,
USEPA, or the State of Hlinois measured how much is coming from O Hare and what the
concentrations and health hazards are for the toxic chemicals in the air of our residential
neighborhoods.

Any Environmental Impact Statement that does not include a detailed measurement of what is
called the “‘base case” - i.e., the amount, concentration and health risks of these toxic pollutants
created by the current levels of traffic at O'Hare ~ cannot be credible in assessing the impacts of
an increase in the traffic. Indeed, given the intensity of current toxic air poilution in some
O’Hare communities, it is likely that current levels of traffic create unacceptable public health
risks from this toxic poliution.

Playing the game of averages with noise. Just as FAA and other responsible agencies ignore
the severe toxic air polintion caused by O'Hare operations, the FAA also stacks the deck in
defining the degree of noise impact created by the airport. For example FAA defines adverse
noise impact as a 24-hour average noise level greater than 65 decibels.

Accepting for the sake of discussion FAA’s failure to include individual instantaneous noise
events in that impact, FAA compounds its error by refusing to identify those areas impacted by
24-hour noise levels greater than 65 decibels. Instead, FAA uses an “average ol averages”.
FAA says that there is no adverse noise impact unless the 24-hour average noise level of 65
decibels is exceeded on a 365 day average. This game of averages makes any FAA analysis of
noise impact beyond common sense and public credibility.

Qur communities alrcady know that more atrcraft operations mean move noise and more toxic air

pollution. We doa’t need gamesmanship by federal agencies — operating with Congressional
hlessing ~ to try to persuade us that we don’t have a problem that we can smeli, taste, and hear.
g yiuop P
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N.  Why Chicage Lacks Capacity to Meet Demand for Access
to the Chicago Market

The above analysis ~ and the statements of the airiines and DOT — make clear what most of us
have long known. Current demand at O’Hare exceeds the capacity of O’Hare 1o handle that
demand. This debate is not about demand decades in the future; it is about demand now and the
inability of our metropolitan Chicago airport system to handle current demand.

| Moreover, a system that cannot handle current demand cannot be expected to handle future
demand growth. Indeed the FAA HDR Study shows that attempts to handle several hundred
thousand additional flights at O'Hare — a demand growth that FAA itself say wiil occur - would
resuit in incredible delays and a ltkely breakdown of our system.

. ' The answer, of course, to handle both current capacity shortfail and long term capacity needs lies
' i the new regional airport. And much of the reason for the lack of capacity can be found in the
adamant opposition of the City of Chicago, the dominant airlines at Fortress G’Hare (United and
Armerican) and the Clinton Administration: to the construction of a new regional airport for
metropelitan Chicago. Instead of joining with regional ieaders to build a new airport to serve in
partnership with (' Hare and Midway to provide plenty of regional capacity, these opponents
have — for more than a decade — adamantly opposed construction of a new airport.

. The reasons for this opposition are cizar and are described in detail in the report by Congressmen
o Henry Hyde and Jesse Jackson, Jr. entitled Chicago 's Airport Future: A Call For Regional
Leadership {1997). United and American do not want significant new competition entenng into
the Chicago market and reducing the monopoly prefit premium these airlines now extract from
business travelers to and from Chicagoe. They would rather have a constrained capacity situation
in Chicago - where United and American dominate and squeeze out competition — than have a
regional airport system with plenty of capacity to allow significant new competition to enter the
Chicagoe market.

4
1

There are several ways to handle the demand that cannot be accommodated at O Hare:

1. Build new capacity at a new metropolitan Chicago regional airport. The new
airport would operate with O’Hare and Midway as part of a regional atrport system.
This is the solution supported by Illinois’ governors for the last decade, by much of
the region, and for a short time by Chicago Mayor Richard M. Daley.

2. Build new capacity at O’Hare. Growth in air traffic at O'Hare ~ and the associated
construction and implementation of increased O’Hare airport capacity necessary 1o
accommoidate that growth ~ is adamantly opposed by hundreds of thousands of
residents around 0'Hare and has been the official position of Ilinois state political
leadership for more than a decade.

3. Shift “Transfer Traffic” to other Regions. More than half of O’Hare’s passenger

traffic is what is called “iransfer” or “connecting” traffic. In their attempts to
maintain their grip on Fortress O"Hare and 10 prevent a new airport from allowing in
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significant new competition, United and Amertcan have argued that the transfer
traffic — and the jobs and economic benefits associated with that traffic - should be
mioved to other regions where United and American have hubs (i.e., Denver and
Datlas-Ft. Worth.) Indeed, recent news articles indicate that United is shifting some
of its growth in transfer traffic to Denver — costing metropolitan Chicago jobs and
economic benefits.

Common senss says that the new capacity needs to be major and it needs to be placed at 2 new

regional airport. Indeed, even the wildest schemes of expanding ("Hare could not likely handle
all the tratfic forecast by the FAA and the State of llinois.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Congress should not create any additional slots or any additional categories for slot
exemption at O'Hare. The more than 100 slot exermnptions under the 1994 legislation —
most of which have been illegal and improper - have sxhausted the minimal excess four
slot per hour incremental capacity found by USDOT in the 1995 Report on the High
Density Rule.

Most of the 100 slot exemptions granted since 1994 have been to American and United
affiliates in a flurry of activity where United and American fought each other to grab up
the incremental sot capacity. Not only did these slot exemptions not stimulate new
competition -- they actually strengthened the monopoly position of United and American
at Fortress O’Hare. These United and American affiliates were clearly not new entrants
for which the slot exemption was designed. The “musical slots/shell game” played by
DOT and the airlines to disguise the fact that these slots were being given to dominant
carriers fooled no one.

Nor did these slot exemptions for domestic service by the dominant carriers for non-EAS
comrnunities serve 2 genuine transportation need for Midwestem communities. As
pointed out by Delia’s affiliate, Comair, the communities for which slots were awarded
were for the most part distant, non-stop communities located outside the Midwest for
which other hubs (Cincinnati, Atlanta, Pittsburgh) were available. Even where slots were
awarded for Midwestern cities, the dominant airlines and DOT played musical chairs to
pull existing slots and opcrations from those Midwestern communities.

Under the “Zero Sum” position correctly taken by United, the grant of these almost 100
non-essential domestic flights outside the terms of §41714 has precluded the DOT from
using those slots more productively - i e.. for international slots and for Midwestern cities
that need the service.

Because of this profligate and improper grant of slot exemptions, additionat slot
exemptions cannot be granted without turther exacerbating the delays for al!/ O’Hare
passengers and — in a self perpetuating cycle - ¢reate pressure for more capacity
increases followad by more delays foliowed by more capacity increases at O'Hare.

Short of building new concrete at O’Hare - e.g., new runways - the only way to bring
more traffic into O’ Hare is to put the planes closer together — both physically and in the
tirne it takes to complete an operation. These so-calied “delay reduction” devices
(typically Air Traffic Control Procedure (ATC) changes) are in reality “capacity
enbancement” devices to create more capacity and process more aircraft into the airport.
The 1991 Capacity Enhancement Repor: for {3’ Hare — which has been publicly sold by
FAA and Chicagoe as a “Delay Task Force Report” — has a number of measures in it
which are attempts to bring more and more aircraft inio the airpert by pufting more
aircraft cleser together in time and space. Related and additional measures tc put more
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aircraft closer together in time and space are contained in the FAA’s Aviation Capacity
Enhancement Plan.

But by squeezing more aircraft into an already congested airport — especially in bad
weather and low visibility conditions — with such devices as reducing separation
distance, nighttime land-and-hold-short operations, and “wet stops”, the FAA (with
Congress’ apparent assent and encouragement) is reducing the margin of safety for airline
passengers using O’Hare.

The answer to the problems of demand exceeding supply in the Chicago market is to
build new regional capacity. Such new capacity could be used to absorb the excess
domestic demand that wants to use the O Hare - freeing up some O'Hare capacity for
international growth. Alternatively the new capacity could be used to serve the growth in
international demand freeing up O’ Hare to provide more service to Midwestern towns
and other cotrnunities. With an excess of supply (capacity) over demand, our region
would not have to ration scarce resources and would not have to squeeze out key
elements of our region’s air transportation economy.

In the short term — while the new airport is being built — FAA and DOT should be
directed to revoke the spurious and illegal slot exemptions aiready given. Further. to
insure that the purposes of the 1994 statute are fully met, Congress should direct the DOT
1o reatlocate other existing slots held by the existing dominant airlines at O'Hare in a way
that best meets the goals of competition, service to Midwestern communities, and
international iraffic expressed in the 1994 stamte.
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Proposed Issuance of a Clean Air
Act Permit Program {CAAPP) Permit

to United Airlines - O'Hare filinois EPA File

)

)

)

)
Maintenance Facility, O'tHare i #106-99
International Airport, in Chicago, )

)
)

llinois

COMMENTS OF THE SUBURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION
OFPOSING THE PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF A CLEAN AIR ACT
PERMIT PROGRAM (CAAPP) PERMIT TO UNITED
AIRLINES - O'HARE MAINTENANCE FACILITY

The following public comments are submitted on behalf of the Suburban
C'Hare Commission (SOC)Y o the {ilinois Environmental Protection Agency
{{EPA), and provide the bases for SOC’s opposition to IEPA’s proposed issuance
of a Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) permit to United Airlines for its
O’'Hare Maintenance facility. On behalf of the communities immediately
surrounding O'Hare International Airport, the communities most directly
affected by emissions from operations -- permitted and unpermitted - by airlines
including United Airlines whose operations at O'Hare are under the direction

and control of the City of Chicago, the Suburban O'Hare Commission opposes

the proposed CAAPF permit for United Airlines for the following reasons:

' The Suburban O'Hare Comumission is comprised of communities sutrounding O'Hare
International Airport that are divectly affected by the emissions generated by the operations of
the airlines and the City of Chicago, and includes Addison, Bensenville, Des Plaines, DuPage
County, Elk Grove Township, Elmhursi, Harwood Feights, Itasca, Lisle, Park Ridge, Roselle,
Schiller Park and Wond Dale.

EXHIBIT 4



e lIssuing the proposed CAAPP permit would contravene Section Y of the
Hinois Envirenmental Protection Act (Act), 415 LLLCS 5/9, which prohibirs
causing or allowing air pollution either alone or_in_combination with
contaminants from other sources. United Airlines and IEPA have failed to
include or consider the other sources of air contaminants from operations
at (F'Hare International Airport in the application or in reviewing the
application for the proposed permit. As such, the application and
proposed issuance fail to conform to the minimal requirements of the Act.

_ e (’Hare International Airport is a single “source” of air contaminants, as
o defined by Section 39.5(1) of the Act, 415 ILCS 5/39.5(1). United Airlines
and the TEPA are proposing to issue a permit for only a fraction of the
"y source, an wifra vires action for which the IEPA has no authority.

¢ The application fails to list and identify the hazardous air pollutants

which are being and will be released into the atmosphere from the facility.

Based on known information, these releases include but are not limited to,

benzene, toluene, xylene and other toxic hydrocarbon compounds. The
pey current CAAPP permit application avoids disclosing the fact that these
& toxic air pollutants will be released by hiding them in the category of
volatile organic material (“VOM”). The application makes no attempt to
list the individual HAPs included in the broad category labeled "VOM”.
Even where the application mentions HAPs, it fails to specify the
individual HAPs that will be emitted. This does not provide sufficient
information for the public or the regulators to determine the emissions of
HAPs from this facility.

» The communities surrounding O'Hare already suffer from unacceptable
levels of hazardous air pollutants. The IEPA has failed to address: 1) the
total emissions of hazardous air pollutants from O'Hare International
Airport; 2) the resultant concentrations of these hazardous air pollutants
in the air breathed by our residents — especially the children, elderly and
other sensitive residents; and 3) the restrictions and abatement measures
necessary to reduce these concentrations to acceptable levels that are
protective of health and property in our communities.

By Failing to Take Into Account the Combination of Air Contaminant
Sources at O’Hare, the IEPA Violates Section 9 of the Act

Section 9{a) of the Tlinois Environmental Protection Act {Act), 415 ILCS

5/9(a), prohibits “the emission of any air contaminant into the environment in
p 3

any Staie s0 as to cause air pollution in {llinois, gither alone or in combination
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with contaminants from other sources.” (Emphasis added.) lhe clear madane

of Section 9 precludes the IEPA from issuing the proposed permit for United

Airlines where the emissions, in combination with other air contaminants being

emitted from O'Hare, cause air pollution.
“Air pollution” is defined as

the presence in the atmosphere of one or more contaminants in sufficient
guantities and of such characteristics and duration as to be injurious to
human, plant, or animal life, to health, or to property, or to unreasonably
interfere with the enjoyment of life or property.

415 1LCS §5/3.02.
As residents living under the cloud of toxic air contaminants emitted from
(rHare, there is no doubt to us that the combination of air confaminants being
emitted from ('Hare in their massive unchecked guantities have caused, and
will continue to cause, a serious heaith threst (0 our communities. Emissions
from (¥YHare interfere with our health and our enjoyiment of life on a daily,
monthly and yearly basis. There is no doubt, and can be ne argument, that these
emissions are “air pollution” as defined by the Act,
In fact, O'Hare is one of the largest sources of poisonous air poilutants
such as benzene, xylene and formaldehyde. Fstimates rank O'Hare as one of the
top three sources of VOM in the State. Health risk assessments conducted at

airports a fraction of the size of ('Hare demonstrate unacceptable cancer risks at

orders of magnitude higher than risk levels determined by U.S. EPA.

* E.g. Presentation Handout, Clean Airport Summit Concurrent Session on Air Toxies, April 13,
1999, presented by Bill Piazsa, 1os Angeles Unified School District:  “{Rlesults of the
assessment revealed that cancer risks for the maximum exposed individuais who live in
proximity of the [Santa Monica Municipal Airport} were eleven, twenty two and {wenty nine in
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SOC has repeatedly requested that the H:PA disclose the identity anud
quantities of air contaminants being emitted from O’Hare. Each time thesc
requests have been made, IEPA has responded with inadequate piecemeal data.
To date, the IEPA has not publicly disclosed, to our knowledge, the compiete
catalog of the air contaminants emitted from O'Hare and imposed upon our
communities daily.

Moreover, to date, the agencies have effectively refused to determine the
nature and quantities of these emissions, emissions in quantities so high that they
leave a residue coating homes and plants throughout our communities. Neither
the IEPA nor the U.S. EPA has taken adequate steps to even monitor the leveis of
toxic emissions from O'Hare. Common sense dictates that if the IEPA cannot
inform the public about the levels of toxic air contaminanis currently being

emitted from O‘'Hare, it cannot have considered the emissions under the

proposed CAAPP permit in combination with other air contaminants.

Until the IEPA does identify and disclose the nature and quantity of air
contaminants emitted from all operations taking place at G'Hare in combination,
including emissions subject to United Airlines’” proposed CAAPP permit, the
IEPA cannof claim that it has considered the emissions from United Airlines in

combination with other sources ar (O'Hare, as required under the Act. The [EPA

must meet this threshold burden to comply with Section 9(a) of the Act. Until

one million, respectively.” L5, LPA has defined the margin of safety as a lifetime cancer risk of
no greater than one in one million, (Exhibit A, attached hereto.)
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the 1EPA meels its obhgations under the At the IEPA should not ssue the

proposed CAAPP permit.

(’Hare international Airpert is One “Source” Under the Act

The owner of the facility known as (O’Hare International Airport is the
City of Chicago, not United Airlines. United Airlines has proposed an erroneous
description of the relationship between United and the City of Chicago relative
to the operation of the maintenance facility that is the purported subject of the
current CAAPP permit application. United has proposed that: “Since the City of
Chicago or any state or federal institution does not control the operations of
United Airlines, it has been deemed that the stationary sources of air pollution
operated by the City of Chicago (Department of Aviation) or other airlines are
not part of the same Part 70 site as the stationary sources of air pollution
operated by United Airlines.” (Final Draft CAAPP Permit, Sec. 1.4.) This
characterization conflicts with the facts, the Act and US. EPA inifiatives aimed at
addressing continuing pollution problems from sectors such as airports.

The City of Chicago controls O'Hare International Airport and oversees
the development of the facility ard its operations. The proposed CAAPP permit
application is being submitted under 415 ILCS 5/39.5, lllinois” version of the
Clean Air Act Title V permit program, a federal mandate that all states, including
Hiinois, implement. “Scurce” is defined therein as:

any stationary source (or any group of stationary sources that are located
on oNe or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under comnmon
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control ot the same person or persons under commimon control; brelotig g,

to a single major industrial grouping. For the purposes of defining

“source,” a stationary source or group of stationary sources shall be

considered part of a single industrial grouping if all of the pollutant

emitting activities at such scurce or group of sources on contiguous or
adjacent property belonging to the same Major Group {i.e., all have the
same two-digit code} as described in the Standard Industrial Classification

Manual.

O'Hare International Airport is a single property under the ownership
and control of the City of Chicago. Hazardous air pollutants are emitted into the
ambient air from various activities at the airport under the control of the City of
Chicago. These are activities over which the City of Chicago has decision-
making authority, a fact it disingenuously downplays during any process - such
as the air permitting process at issue here -- whenever it appears the process
would result in the City being held accountable for the full degree of its
responsibilities for toxic and hazardous air emissions from (O'Hare. Operations
at O’'Hare are emitting activities belonging to the same Major Group, on a single
or contiguous property owned and operated by the City of Chicago. ('Hare is a
single “source” of air contaminants, as defined by the Act.

The IEPA is well aware of the relationship between the City of Chicago
and the airlines to whom the City leases space at O'Hare and the extensive
degree of control City of Chicago exercises over the airline lessees. In fact, the
City of Chicago currently has pending at the JEPA the City’s own CAAPP permit
application for operations that emit hazardous and toxic air contaminants from
O’'Hare. By artificially dividing into fractions the operations at O'Hare, Chicago

and the airlines, including United, are avoiding auantifying, controlling and
4 g q ymng g
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A

reporting to the public the full extent of wxiv air emissions from O'Hare. bhis 1y
inconsistent with the Act and U1.S. EPA policy initiatives.

Underscoring this point, U.S. EPA has adopied a “whole facility” poticy
that specifically seeks to address the failures of piecemeal environmental
controls. The whole facility approach is 2 comprehensive strategy to address the
full range of environmental concerns that exist at a single facility. The U.S. EPA’s
Notebook Project, as it is called, recognizes that discrete releases affect each other
and must be addressed comprehensively. This approach includes airports.’
There is no reason why this common sense approach should not direct IEPA to
consider all releases at O'Hare in combination and treat the whole property as
the single source that it is.

Taken together, it is clear that O’Hare is a single source air contaminants
under the Act and requires a single permit providing comprehensive control of
toxic air contaminants. No other source in the State is treated like O’Hare. If the
other iargest emitting facilities of VOM in the Chicagp ozone nonattainment area
were to submit applications for fractions of their overall facilities based on the
proposition that the units were being individually leased, the IEPA would not
accept the proposition that the whole facility was no longer a single “source”.

There is no rational justification that the exception should be made in the case of

O'Hare.
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O’Hare Is an Emission Reductions Market System
Participating Source, and United Airlines’ Contributions
Cannot be Treated as Exempt

As a single source of air contaminant emissions located within the
Chicago ozone nonattainment area,’ O'Hare International Airport is estimated to

be approximately the third largest emissions source for VOM in the State. Yet

under the proposed CAAPP permit, United Airlines’ maintenance operations are

purportedly rot subject to the lllinois Emission Reductions Market Systems

(ERMS) program’ on the basis that, when examined individually, VOM
emissions do not exceed 10 tons per season {tps).

Based upon the reported actual VOM emissions from only a few of the
many discreet operations that report emissions to the [EPA, O'Hare International
Airport exceeds the threshold for a participating source under the ERMS
program.” As such, €)'Hare must be treated as an ERMS source. The IEP4A, by

approving United Airlines characterization of emissions from some of its

? See, EPA Office of Compliance Sector Notebaok Project, Air Transportation Industry, October
1998. EPA/310-R-97-001.

' The Chicago nonattainment area for ozone is comprised of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake,
McHenry and Will counties, and Aux Sable, Goose Lake and Oswego townships. The Chicago
nonattianment area is designated as “severe” for ozone.

> The BERMS program is a market-based VOM emissions trading program specific to the Chicago
nonattainment area. 415 ILCS § 9.8; 35 . Adm. Code, Part 205. While commonly described by
the [EPA as a tiexible, market-based alternative to command and controf regulation, the ERMS
does not relieve a source of any requirements under the Clean Air Act or the Illinois
Environmental Protection Act. Rather, the ERMS is an additional layer of regulation that major
sources of VOM in the Chicago nonaltainment area must meet to comply with the Act,

* “Participating sousce” js defined as “a source operating prior 1o May 1, 1999, located in the
Chicago ozone nonatiianment area, that is required to cbiain a CAAPT permit and has a
baseline emissions of at least 10 tons, as specified in Section 205.320{a} . . .” 35 il Adm. Code §
205.130.
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operations as exempt from the ERMS program, siihimaltely undermines the ERM?

and the Siate’s rate of progress goals that were the basis for implementing the

ERMS.

Additionally, as explained earlier in these comments, if [EPA allows
O'Hare to fractionalize its operations and label them individually as “"sources,”
there is no justifiable basis to prohibit any other large source of VOM in the
Chicago nonattainment area to escape the ERMS regulatory burden by similarly
labeling its individual units or stages as discreet “sources” as well. Such artificial
mechanisms contrived to avoid the requirements environmental Jaws undermine
the intent of such laws and propagate the harms sought to be prevented. The
IEPA should not support the piecemeal approach to permitting at O'Hare that
results in the third largest VOM source escaping the ERMS program altogether.

In addition to these concerns relative to the proposed issuance of a
CAAPP permit for United Airlines’ maintenance operations at ’Hare
International Airport, we have the following concerns with Urited Airlines’ Final
Draft CAAPP Permit Application:

o The application fails to list and identify the hazardous air peliutants which
are being and will be released into the atmosphere from the facility. Based on
known information, these releases include but are not limited to, benzene,
toluene, xylene and other toxic hydrocarbon compounds. The current
CAAPP permit application avoids disclosing the fact that these toxic air
pollutants will be released by hiding them in the category of volatile organic
material {"VOM”). The application mnkes no attempt to list the individual
HAPs included in the broad category labeled “VOM”. Even where the

application mentions HAPs, it fails to specify the individual HAPs that will
be emitted. This does not provide sufficient information for the public or the

4
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rugulaturs to determine the emissions o 14 204 trom these opumlium it
consider them in combination with ail other operations at O’Hare.

» Despite that toxic and hazardous pollutants are and will be released from the
units identified in United Airlines” CAAPD permit application, the draft
permit application fails to require any monitoring for any of these units for
HAPs or VOM. (See, e.g., no monitoring requirements for unit 1, (sec. 7.1.8);
none for unit 2 (sec. 7.2.8); none for unit 3 {sec. 7.3.8); none for unit 4 (sec.
7.4.8); none for unit § (sec. 7.5.8); none for unit 6 (sec. 7.6.8); none for unit 7
(sec. 7.7.8). Yet the.: is a section purporting to require semiannual
monitoring reports to be submitted to the IEPA (sec. 8.6.1).) As drafted, the
CAAFP permit fails to provide adequate control and protection from the
listed emissions units or sufficient information to inform the IEPA and the
public about the actual levels of emissions from these units. As described
above, there is already a dearth of data relative to emissions at O'Hare, and
the proposed CAAPP permit, as drafted, simply propagate ignorance.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and objections in this

matter which is of vital importance to the health and welfare of our citizens.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of
the Suburban O'Hare Commission,

sep‘h“’V. Karaganis
Christopher W. Newcomb

Karaganis & White Ltd.
414 N. Orleans

Suite 810

Chicago, IL 60610
(312) 836-1177

cc:  Congressman Henry J. Hyde
Senate President James “Pate” Philip
Speaker Lee A, Daniels
IEPA Director Thomas Skinner
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Assessment Summary

In August 1995, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) approved a resoluuon
requesting the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA} (o determine the potential health and
safety impacts of airport operations on the students and staff who attend local schools in
proxirnity of the Santa Monica Municipal Airport. It was LAUSD’s contention that proposed
navigational and related changes planned for the airport would not receive a thorough
evaluation to assess the potential adverse effects on our local schools prior to

implementation.

In addition to concern over FAA accountability regarding a full environmental evaluation of
operational changes made at the airport, the LAUSD along with three Los Angeles City
Council Districts which adjoin the airport, as well as representatives from the local
community requested that a permancut safety commiitee be formed to evaluate local airport
operafions affecting the health and safety of the surrounding community,

In December 1995, the Santa Monica Airport Commission initiated several meetings to
discuss the creation of the commitiee. During the eusuing months, the Airport Commission
heard relevant testimony from community representatives regarding the committee’s
proposed compogition, purpose and goals. At issue were concerns associated with aircraft
noise, safety and the environment.

In October 1996, the safety committes was {ormed and included represeniatives from the
LAUSD, FAA, Santa Monica Airport, local pilots, fixed based operators and members of
several Los Angeles homeowners associations representing the Fifth, Sixth and Eleventh
Council Districts.  The safety committee, now referred to as the Santa Monica Airport
Working Group (AWG), was limited 10 an eight month tenure and charged with the task of
assessing relevant noise, safety and environmental issues associated with existing and future
airport operations. Recommendations were encouraged by the Airport Commission to
mitigate negative impacts in 2 “realistic fashton.” The goal of the AWG was 10 bring these
recommendations to the Airport Commission for their consideration and, if deemed
appropriate, forwarded to the Santa Monica City Council for their deliberation.

In response to the concerns of the community and in consideration of the tasks charged to the
AWG, the LAUSD offered its expertise and resources to prepare a health risk assessment to
determine the impact of toxic and associated pollutants generated from the Santa Monica

Alrport.

The assessment was designed to identify aircraft and ground support operations utilized at
the Santa Monica Airport facility that might reasonably be anticipated to emit hazardous air
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Table 1
Aircraft Operational Scenarios

oS e o e oo -

R e
195,000 5000 0,000
200,000 500 203,000
Table 2
Hourly Average Aircraft Operations

k s i 5 ;R”, i
i AP % 2 el . i3
Fized ®ing/ ot | 206 § 306 | 169 | w0 | cce | sos | os2e | osus | ss2 | ass e | ms | ua
Baseliss and Pivion
Fled Wisg/ pa §oat | a3 | s} w2 | amo ] 17 | sax i s2e | ses | are | 376 | wE | s
Increasod Torboje
Rotocrafy 0.5 [+ X3 034 o7 .06 176 .17 1.1 1.00 0.94 0.74 498 13 1 ¢68




Visble
Fixed Wing Fleet Mix

Craseid 172 ‘ . A - 1 ! 350

048 .y 1000 Pistan Piger PA-34 TS10-360C 2 35.0

Piper PA-46 TID-540 i 00

Cessma 150 0200 1 100

Brockeral King Air PT6A-4t 2 490

26 135 [} Turboprop drifavilland DECS/300 PToA-2Y 2 99

Exirchild Pliatca POS | PTSAT? 1 20

Cresna Citetion ¥ TS H T

= Leasjer TEET31-1-78 2 190
oy 142 Westwind ¢ TFETI-3 2 190
26 5.t 8 Tubojer | Gulfstream SYEYMXS11-3 2 s

;-? Reythieon Hewker TrETI-3 1 1o
= Dassault Faicon TRE?3-2 3 30

| BALHS2S FRETI- 1 30
‘ Lockhieed Jersrar TFETIL3 2 10

Notz: ¥ Denotes aircraft with amxiliary power units (APLs). All APU’s assumed a standard A Hied-Signal
‘ GTCP 36 Series engine with a nominal 80 shaft horsepawer ating.

Table 4
Rotocraft Fleet Mix
o ek - - AVt .

Rolengoo 822 Lyewming Q-3 1 b1.10]
HE)] Piston

Robinson Réd Lycuming (540 1 428

Acrospatialo AS 353 Lycoming LTS Series 2 24

Hell 206 Adlison 250 Senes { 450
7.8 Turboprop

Agnsta AlD9 Allison 250 Series 3 20

MD 500 Alliscn 25G Series 1 10

Sikorsicy CH-53 T64-GE-6 1 60.0
1.2 Military

Sikorsky CH-1 T58-GE-3 z 400




I
!
i
!
|
i

Table 3
Adrcraft Emission Correction Factors

o 0.9545 1.0631 £.1646
Volatile Jrganic Compound (VOC)
Voiatile Orgasic Compound (VOC}
fo 1.1347 10738 11147
Total Grganic Ges (TOG)
Tabie 6

Arcraft TOC Toxic Fractions

Benzene ! 0408 o5y 6.0202
Formaldehyde 0.0259 8.1414 0.1548
1.3-Butadiene 0.005% 00157 00189
Acctaldehyde 0.0062 0.0432 0.0483

Note: Acewldehgde values were derived from the following reference sources: Piston-
Motor ¥ehicle-Related Air Toxics Slﬂﬁl {11.5 EPA 9'933 Turbine and Military-
VOC/PM Speciation Data System, Profiles #1999 and #1897 (U.S. EPA 1992).

Table 7
Aircraft Particulate Fractions
e
T
Piston Fized Engine :fp!ciﬁﬂ‘- with THC/TGG .05 49940
cnnvertion.
Turbine Figed TPE 3313 NFA 497150
0-120 a.05 0.9%40
Piston Rolary
0-540 0.0% 09940
. Allisen 250 Series WA 89760
Turbine Rotary
Lycoming LTS Series N/A 0.9760
Military Rotary T58-GE-5 N/A 99760

Note: PM,, fractionat values were derived from the State of California Air Resources
Board document; Method (sed to Develop a Size-Segregated Particulate
Matter Inventory (CARB 1923).
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Table 8

Comparison of Vehicle Classifications

Vedicle - -

Light Duty Gassline Yehicle Catalyst/Mon-Catalyst | LDALDT
Light Dty Dieset Vehicle LDDY Light Duty Auto/Light Duty Truck Diegel LBALDT
Light Duty Gasaling Truek LDGTH Se¢ Naie N/A NIA
Light Duty Gasoline Truck LDGT2 Medium Duty Truck Catabyst/Non-Catslyst MDT
Light Duty Diesel Truck 1DDT See Note NIA NIA
Heavy Duty Gasoline Vehicle HDGY Heavy Duty Truck CutalystAon-Catalyst HEG
Hezvy Duty Dicssl Vehicie HDDY Heavy Duty Truck Driazel HDD
Motgroyshe MC Maturcycle WA MCY

Note: Assume LDGV and LDGT classes are similar in conteminent generation. Combine

DHGT1 vehicle class inte LDA/LDT

Mergs LDDT category with LDAJLDT diese! technology group.

catalyst and non-catalyst techoology groups.

Table 9
Light Dty Auio/Light Duty Truck LDAARDT Non-Camlyst 33
Light Duty Asta/Light Duty Truck LDALDT Diczel 0E
Medium Dury Truck MDT Caralyst 64
Medium Duiy Truck MDT Noa-Carsbyst 04
Heavy Duty Truck HDG Catalyst 01
Heavy Duty Truck HDG Non-Catalyst 0.5
Heavy Duty Truck HOD Diesel is




Table {t
Hourly Traffic Volumes

Airport Avenue
Time Pediod -
T Y S N R T TR PSRRI VELEPE DR ¥ 67 78 &5
s | el mo | oam | oes ss | 767 & m | 611 0 | ez | 7
Table 11
Hourly Traffic Volumes
Parking Facilities
5 & Ty Oy e g L ;,i

,:.: 3 ?“?:1. > e¥ § vt s

3t i

Rk 3 ) = el a0 &
L At 119 3 18 1 i P F) n i 3 14 1 & 5
I Souia B 0 6 s | W 124 n Ey 1 11 3 155 7 s | e
4 Aggliod Design P : n 3 15 P 3 1 it 4 Ty 1 1 4
Casur £1
SMC Apgplied Design ) 4 10z m n i 14 0 a3 " % 2 & 6l
Caviter CF
Adamizgasion Buildleg B | 67 t 1 ' 3 13 7 6 : 2 78 1 3 3
Tusuwey RuiMing € a1 1 15 6 s 9 s N 4 ' » ! 2 2
SMAC T} 2 ! 16 s s 7 4 1 5 t @ | ; i
SMAC F2 19 i ? 3 3 4 ¥i 1 3 H 24 ] ? 1
Sputfire Building G 15 Fid 30 » 1 [ i3 15 3o F3] 55 40 H n
3260 Building H 61 1 n ' ) P) & 5 » 2 » 1 3 3
Tenam | 2 1 2 3 3 s 1 1 3 1 10 ' ' 3
-~ “ ' 1 3 3 9 s 4 6 1 53 | 2 i
Tenant K % ) 2 3 3 5 3 2 3 1 n 1 ' 1
Suparmaring Msin “ 2 1 3 1 % 1 2 % 13 15 3 n 2
SupermanncDCH T 3 i 3 & 7 1 10 n 2 n 1 50 9
Museaun Hanyers
Thositan ' a 7 @ 3 2 ! 1 1o 0 5 b f I
Gunzielt Aviation 7 7 n 2 $ ‘ 5 s 13 T 2 ) 1 "
Aidely 13 1 5 2 10 12 3 11 1 15 T a s 9




Table 12
On-Road Vehicular Toxic Fractions

LDAADT | 0.06220 ﬁﬁieﬂb 0.6 s 0.60730 ‘ 0.01300 . 0. ,500
LDAADT | Noa-Cagpiyst 2.0274% 00105 0.01004 G.LOTC 403740 g.otiso 0.06420
LOALDT Diegel 8.02230 00000 0000400 0.60000 403918 0.01030 0061250
MDT Catalyst 0.04220 2018 9.01000 3.08730 .01300 0.00360 0005040
MDBT bos-Cutalyst 2.0274¢ 0.05008 401000 0.50730 0.03740 colisn 040826
HOG Catalyst 0.0423% 4.01000 201000 G730 D.01500 0.00560 0.00509
HDG osLamniyst 002740 601008 4.01000 G.06730 0.04310 20050 0.00830
HOoD Dioged 00i0s 7.60003 9.00068 Q0608 G.02800 6.81580 Q06730
MCY HA 2,083 0.01000 i 6.0i800 Q.ﬂﬁ'iiﬂ 0.01300 209360 2.00500

Note: Exhaust and hot soak values were derived from the Vehicle-Reioted Air Toxics S;udy {U.S. EPA 1993).
Running and resting losses were sblained from fruputy and Mer/;adae‘oga- éar Ca m!atmg AMoitor Vehicle
Emission Factors for the Sautiwest Chicago Smag Work Assigrment (IS, EPA 19




Fable |3

Identification of Fixed Based Sources

‘,‘ Operatinn
5 aring Airerafi Refusling
e Unsderground Tank Filling
Ciaverfield Aviation Adrcraft Refusling

{Undzrground Tank Filling

Santa Menica Fire Depariment Eagine

Company No. § Gasoline Dispensing
DCI Resisuzant Chaebsailing
Typhoon Restaurant Chasiroiling
Generai Administration Buiiding (i foor) Natral Gas Combustion
General Administration Building (2™ floor) Matsrel Gas Combustion
Runway Building Matural Gas Combustion

Table 14
Fixed Based Source Emissions

Company No. 3

Supermarine Benrene
Cioverfield Aviation fenzene
Sania Moaica Fire Depattment Sogine Benzene

Runway Building

DC3 Restaurany Particulaies (PM,y)
Typhoon Restaurant Particuiates (PM )}
P - " Henzefie
General Admiwistration Byilding {17 floo) Formaldchyde
Greneral Administration Building (2* floor) Farmnldt:hz de
Benzene

Formaldehyde




Santa Monica Airport
| Satirce Configuration
| (AlD)

|
1! i | I i i 1 |
3786500.00-
| : . a
! : -

3766000.00— : .

o N -
3765500.00] //\ .
[
* \lh.!‘eit‘e-ﬂlalﬂuluq
L] "’
" *
4765000.00-
i

3784500.00-1 -
|
: 7

*
ll.'u..ihl!l.!!’.b 'F

3764000.001 o \
| 3763500.00 :
| .

T I T i 1 I
364500.00 365000.60 365500.00 356000.00 3665G0.00 387000.00 367500.00
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Fable i
Maximum Indivictial « oo Bk
Baseline Qperational Scenario

Fixed Wing Benzene
Fomaidefyds 1 3E-05 1 0E-07
1,3 -Butadene 2EE-G4 13E-07
Acctsldebiyde 22606 42E-09
Approach 0.6133 Benzene 8.3E-06 3.4E-08
Fonmaldehyds i -G8 8.0E-08
1,3-Busadiene 2.8E-04 1.6E-07
Acetaldehyde 22606 33E-09
Taxifidle (A) & (B) 0.56374 Benzene 8.3E.06 1.2E-06
Formaldehyde 1.IED5 18E-06
t,3-Busdiene 23E-04 1L4E-08
Aceialdehyds 22806 1.8E-07
Rotocraft Take Off 0.0002t Benzene 8.JE-DG 5.8E-10
Formaldchyde L3E-05 1.2E-09
1t 3-Butadiene 28804 $9E-09
A cetaldehyde LIE-Db 5.6E-11
‘ Approzeh 0.00021 Beneese 838456 2.6E-10
[ Formaldehyds L3E08 1.6E-09
i,J-Butadions 23E04 4.7E-09
! Aceizlienyde 2.2E-06 3.2E-1!
‘ fdic DOOI4 Brnene 3.3E-06 L3E-05
i Formsidehyds 1.3E0S 1.3E-08
‘ 1, 3-Butsdiene 2.8504 3.6E-08
Averldehyde 22605 7.5E-10
Mobile Airport Avenue G.01359 Benzene 8.3E-66 LOE-GT
Larmaldehyde £.3E-05 4.7E-08
1,3-Butadiene L8804 4.3E-07
Aoctaldchyvde 22E05 2.88-09
Onher® 802841 Henzens B3E-06 1.6E-07
Formaldehyde 1IE03 T.2E-08
1 3-Buisdiens LEE-(4 €.58-07
Aceinidehyde 2.2E-06 4.3E-09
FBO's ACR - Lawlead 0.17344 Henzene 8 3E-06 1.5E-08
ACR - Jet Kevosine G.00312 Benzene £1E-06 93E-11L
ShFTs 00056 Benzene 8.3E-08 8.7E-11
HGC 0460249 Banzene 23606 8.3E-10
Farmaldehyde 1 IEQS 24E09

Total




Fakle 1
Mavimum [ndividual

BYYOI

fncreased Jet Operations

Lt

Sk

il A e ek
{Fixed Wing Take OF 0,455 Benzene BIE-06 8.6E08
0.347 Formaldehyde 1.JE-05 1.0e-07
0.114 I 3-Butadiene 2.8E-04 1.38-07
0.034 Aceteldchyde 22E06 4 2E-09
Approsch 001636 3.309 Benzane $.IE06 42E-08
0.465 Formaidehyde 1.IE-GS S9E-08
0.998 i,3-Busdicnz 18E.04 4 5E-07
0129 Acctaidshyds 32806 4 6E-09
Taxifdle (A) & (B} 975884 0.253 Penzene 8.3E-06 | 6E-06
a.512 Formaldehyde 13803 3.1E-06
81 HH 1,3-Butadiens LEEDH4 1.9E-05
0146 Acciridshiyde 2.2E06 2AE-O7
Rotocrafl Take Off 806021 3.332 Benzens 8.3E-08 5.5E-10
0.445 Formaidehyds Y3E-GS 1209
a0t }.3-Butadicnz 23E-04 59509
2122 Acetsidehyde 2L2E406 5.6E-11
Approach 000021 .149 {Benzene 23806 2.6E-10
2.593 Formaldehyde L.IEQS ¥ 6E-09
3.080 1,3-Butadiene 28E.04 4.7E-09
G.i78 Aceraldehyde 2.2E06 §.2E-14
fdle 0.00174 0.088 Benzene 8.JE06 1.3E-09
0.642 Formaldchyde 1.JE-05 1 5E-08
0.073 1 3-Butodiene 28E-04 3.6E-08
0.198 Acetaldehyde 22E.08 15E-10
Mobile Airport Avenus 091869 0.654 Beazene 33E06 1.0E-07
0.194 Formaldehyde 1.3E-05 4.7E-08
04582 1.3}-Butadienc 28E.04 4 JE-07
0.069 Aceaidehyde 212E06 2 RE-09
Other* 0.02841 0.667 Benzene 83506 L 6E-07
0.194 Formaldehyde {.IE-05 T.2E-08
0.082 1, 3-Butadiene 28E-04 6.5E-07
0.069 Acctaldshyds 3 2E-06 43609
FBO's ACR - Low Lead 0.17844 0.010 Senzene 8.3E-06 1|.5E-08
ACR - Fet Xerosine 0.00312 0.004 Benzenc 8.1E-06 23IE-1
SMFD 0.00066 0.018 Benzene 8.3E-06 8.7E-11
NGC 0.6024% 0.040 Benzene 8.3E06 3.3E-10
0.080 Formaldehyde 1.3E-03 26E09

Total




] Table 16

Maximum Individual aneer Bk
Piston Scenano

L»- A (adi d; v i
{Fixed Wing Taks Off 0.02280 0.455 Benzens 8.IE-06 8.6E-08
0.347 Formsigehyde 1 3E-05 1DE-07
0.514 1,3-Butadiene 24E-04 138407
0.084 Acataldehyde 2.2E-06 426.09
Approach 200808 0.309 Denzene L3506 2.1E-08
0.465 Fornualdehyde 1.JE-65 4.5E-08
£.008 1,3-Butadiene 2.85-04 12E-07
0.9 Accisldehyds 22806 13600
Taxiddle (A) & (B) 5:24951 0251 Bezene 8.38-06 §2E-07
0512 Formmidatydy LIEGS 17606
2091 1,3-Buisdicne 28504 63606
0.146 Actwidehyds 22506 §.0E-08
{Rotocraft Take Gff 0.00021 6332 Berrene 23E0n 5.8E.10
0.445 Formsidehyds 1.3E-05 12509
o0 1,3-BHuisdizne 28604 5.98.09
n.1x Acerlderyde 22806 56811
Approsch 0.0002! ©.145 Beusenc 3.3E-06 LEE-50
-4 0591 Formeldehyde LIB4S 1.6E-05
K 0080 1,3-Butadiene 2.86-4 47609
‘ 0178 Aceualdehyae 12605 32E-11
Hidle 009174 0.688 Benzene 8.3E:08 LiEgy
BE42 Formeldehyide 13805 i.5E-D8
G.O73 1,}-Butadiens 2.8E-04 3.68-08
0.196 Acemlidehyde 22806 T5E.i¢
Mobile Afipoit Avenue 001885 0654 Henrene 8. 3E05 10807
0.194 Fartnaldetivde 13803 47608
0.082 i,3-Biadizne 28E-04 43807
0.06% Acstaldehyde 2IE06 2BE-G9
Other* G.0284i 0.567 Beane 83506 1.6E-07
0.194 Formaidehyde 1.JE05 72E-08
0.082 1.5-Butadicne 28604 6.55-07
0.069 Aceiidehyde 22506 43509
{FBO's ACR - Low Eead 017684 0010 Bengene 8.IE-05 1508
SHFD £.00065 0.016 Benzone 8.3E-06 8.78-11
1 NGC 0.00249 0.040 Trenzens 3.35-06 £3E-10
; 0080 Formaldehyde 13805 215809
% Total
;
i

1
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Congressman Henry Hyde Congressman Jesse Jackson, Jr.

An Open Letter to State and Regional Leaders
in Metropelitan Chicago and Throughout [linois

We arc two Chicago arca Congressmen from different districts, different political
partics, and with diffcrent political philosophics. Yt we share a common
affection for the Metropolitan Chicago Region aad the cconomic welfare, public
hcalth, and quality of lifc of the residents of our region.

For these reasons, we have formed a partnership to take action on the most
significant cconomic and environmental issuc facing our region: Metropolitan
Chicago’s Airport Future.

Chicago has long prided itself on being the transpertation center of the Nation —
from the days of canocs, steamers, and wagon trains to the risc of the railroads
and the growth of commercial aviation. But for more than a decade, Chicago —
and the cconomic and political lcaders of our Statc and Region — have been
frozen in a scemingly irrcconcilable dispute over Metropolitan Chicago’s Airport
Future.

And whilc we remain frozen in gridlock, our region is hemorrhaging hundreds of
thousands of jobs and biltions of dollars in cconomic benefits that are beginning
e go and will continuc {0 go to other states and other regions because of our
failure to take definitive action.

Lci there be no mistake. We agree with Chicago Mayor Richard M. Daley when
e says that ("Hare Airport is one of the maiar cngines that drives our cconomy.
And we both support a continuing vital role for both (3'Hare and Midway.



But the stark facts tcil us and the region that by relying solely on O'Harc and a
supporting rolc by Midway we arc courting cconomic disaster for the
metropolitan region and the State and scrious cnvironmental harm to O’Hare arca
communitics. O'Hare is indecd 2 major cconomic engine. But we must creatce
additional cconomic engincs — not 1o detract from O"Hare — but to mecet the
nceds of the region.

We wish to resolve our concerns over new airport development and protection of
{Harc communitics in & non-adversarial manncr. But while we continuce to wish
to reach agrcement amicably, we and those who sharc our view of the Region's
nceds must recognize that we arc in a knock down drag out fight for the future of
the region. The opponcnts of now atrport development {primarily the airlines)
have waged an expensive, vitriolic — and thus far seccessful — campaign of
disinformation and regional divisivencss. They have often taken off the gloves
and — when it comes to taking libertics with the truth — often hit below the belt.

Bgp 4

It's time for us — and for thosc who belicve in the economic futuse of
Moctropolitan Chicago as the nation's premicr air transportation center — to fight
back. For that reason, we have revisited the issucs surrounding air transportation
in our region to give regional lcaders our perspective and recommendations on the
need for action.

Further, we arc offering a varicty of action proposals which we belicve will
address the major points of opposition to rapid fast-track construction of a third
airport and protection of the alrcady overburdened O'Hare communitics. While
we offer many suggestions, we arc open to dialogue and compromisc on all items
-— $ave twol

1. there must be fast-track construction of the new airport, and

2. there must be a ban on further O'Hare cxpansion — including a
pcrmancnt ban on new runways at O'Hare.

We ask for the help, cooperation, and tcadership of all our colleagucs in the
Ninois Congressional Delegation and our Republican and Democratic collcagues
in the lllinois General Assembly.  Further, we ask for the help and Icadership of
Govemnor Edgar and all the candidaies for statewide office in the 1998 clection.

We look forward to working with you in our Partnership for Mctropolitan
Chicago's Airport Futurc,

Rl T

Henry J. Hyde Jesse Jackson, Jr.

|
|
|
J
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
!
|
|



Eight ycars ago, Congressman Henry Hyde urged the political leaders
of our Statc and Region to take prompt action to baild a new regional
airport for Mctropolitan Chicago. He'warned that political gridiock n
building ncw airport capacity threatencd Chicago’s premicr status as
the Nation’s center of air transportation — with consequent loss of
thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in cconomic benefits to our
Statc and our Region. And he cmphasized that the answer to our
region’s needs fay not in adding new runways to jam morc aircraft
opcrations into an already overstuffed O'Harc but by fast-track
construction of a ncw rcgional airport — an airport that would serve as
a vital partner in a regional airport system with O”Hare and Midway.

Eight years later, Congressman Hyde and his collcague Congressman
Jessc Jackson Jr., havce revisited the issucs surrounding our regional
air transportation nceds and find that, as the saying gocs, “the more
things change, the more they stay the same.”

e Eight ycars ago, Hyde warncd of the loss of thousands of jobs and
billions of doliars in annual cconomic benefits if the State and the
Region did not rapidly build major acw air transportation capacity.
Eight ycars later. Congressmen Hyde and Jackson find that three
scparatce studics confirm that the Region and the State will indeced
losc hundreds of thousands of ncw jobs and billions of dollars in
new annual cconomic benefits if major new airport capacity is not
built.

e Eight ycars ago, Hyde warned thai the issuc of whether and where
to build a major new regional airport — and the related controversy
of now runways at O’Hare — wouid be the central 1ssucs in the
1990 statewnde clection campaign. Eight years later, Hyde and
Jackson cmphasize that tn the 1998 clection, Republican and
Democratic candidates alike can no longer duck the issuc. As
Hyde’s and Jackson’s analysis demonstrates, candidaics that
craiorse construction of new runways at O Hare: 1) ineviiably doom
ihc now regional airport: 2) inflict the pain, noise and air pellution
of hundreds of thousands of new flights upon alrcady overburdened
O Hare communitics; and 3§ guarantee the export of hundreds of
thousands of ncw jobs and billions of dollars in cconomic benefits
to other states and regions, Candidates that duck and dodge the
issuc with noncommittai gencralitics causc cqual harm 1o our
regional cconomy by cncouraging the very inaction and gridiock



that arc causing the hemorrhaging of airpori relaied jobs to other
statcs and regions.

@ Eight ycars ago, Congressman Hyde identificd many of the
parochial political and cconomic interests that had created the
political gridlock preventing consiruction of a new airport.  Eight
years laser, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson find that political
gridiock cven more entrenched.

But unlike cight ycars age, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson arc no
longer content to wait for others to take action. In what at first scems
like an unlikcly alliance, two of our Region’s most well known
Congressmien — Henry Hydce and Jesse Jackson, Jr. — have formed
“The Partnership for Metropolitan Chicago’s Airport Future.” Hyde,
a Republican, and Jackson, a Democrat, find common ground in their
shared belief that our State and our Region must take action now to
undertakce fast-track construciion of the new rcgional airport and to
protect the long-suffering communitics around O'Hare. And Hydc and
Jackson sharc further common agreement that a number of aggressive
and concrete steps must be taken now to achicve these objectives —
including a pcrmanent ban on now runways at O Harc.

Taking notc of recent developments in iliinois politics, Hyde and
Jackson have 1ssucd a “Cali for Regional Leadership™ — calling out to
governmental, business, labor, and cifizen lcaders from across the
Metropalitan Region 1o cast aside their political differences and join in
a bipartisan program ¢ mect these objectives.

The central components of “The Partnership for Metropolitan
Chicago's Airport Future: A Call for Regional Leadership™ arc:

o Fast-Track Construction OT A New Regional Airport — The
Airport Should Be Open And Operating By 2005

e A Ban On Further O Hare Expaasion — Including A
Permanent Barn On Mew Runways At O"Hare.

Hydc and Jackson cmphasized that the two issucs arc inscparable.

One can’t be for new runways at O"Hare and be realistically
considered a supporter of the now airport. Conversely. one cannot be a
supporter of a new airport whiic cndorsing construction of new
runways at O'Harc.



To achicve these objectives, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson put
forward the following program cicmcents:

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — along with the members of the
Partncrship -—— will ask cach Gubemaiorial and Scnate candidate of
cach party in the 1998 clection to pledge that they are for fast-track
construction of a now regional airport and support a ban on new
runways at O'Harc.

Taking Chicago Mayer Richard M., Dalcy up on his offer of a regional
cconomic summit, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — at the urging of
the members of the Parinership — agreed to co-sponsor the summit
with Mayor Dalcy, Governor Edgar, and the announced candidates for
Governor and Scnate. At the summit, the number onc agenda itcm
will be fasi-track construction of the now regional airport and a
permancit ban on runways at O Harc.

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson -~ and the Partaership — will urge
guaranteed protection of Midway and its continuing cconomic vitality
as part of any {cgisiative package on airport issucs.

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the Partnership — will urge
gnarantees to downstate communitics that downstate road funds would
not be used for third aimport development and infrastructure.

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the Partnership — will urge a
fair mechanism whereby Chicago and its regional suburban neighbors
would sharc in the cconomic benefits and political control of the
regional airport system. Included within that mechanism would be
provisions to cncourage minerity participation in construction and
operations activitics throughout the metropoliitan airport sysiem.

e



Noting that both Midway and O’Hare were built largely with massive
federal subsidics, and that the current federal subsidy structure was
premiscd on the assumption that the funds would be used for a new
airport in {llinois, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the
Partnership — will urge a reorientation of {cderal airport construction
funding programs to insurc adcquaic airport development.

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the Partnership — will urge
guarantecs that new airport development will not use United and
Amcrican airline funds to build the ncw airport.

Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the Partnership — will urge a
coordinated high speed rail between downtown Chicago and between
all three regional airports. The high speed rail system would also be
designed to accommeodate cargo transfor thus, giving air cargo-reiated
businesscs enormous flexibility in using all three regional airports.

Noting that the campaign of ftar-mongering waged against the new
airport has caused unwarranied concern among (' Haie arca
businesses, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and the Partacrship —-
will urge protection to norithwest suburban business communitics to
rofurbish infrasiructure to reduce the fear of cost dificrential with the
ncw arport.

Congressmen Hydc and Jackson — and the Partnership — will urge a
joim federal/state air toxics control program designed 10 measure toxic
air poliution from O Hare and to reduce levels of air toxics in
surrounding communitics to health proteciive levels.



R

Neoting the noise, air pollution and safety concerns raisced by the

practice of Chicago and the FAA jamming morc and morc flights into
('Harc on a piccemeal basis, Congressmen Hyde and Jackson — and
the Partnership — will urge a halt to FAA approvals of air traffic and
rciated procedures for increasing new aircraft operations into O'Hare.

Eight ycars ago, Congressman Henry Hyde published a monograph
entitled “Chicago’s Airport Future.™ In it he urged llinois’
Democratic and Republican political lcadership to sct aside parochial
differences and engage in “fast-track™ construction of a new regional
airport to serve with O Hare and Midway as part of a regional airport
system —- all designed 1o make the Mctropolitan Chicago Region the
Nation's pre-caninent air transportation center. His words then on a
varicty of related airport issucs facing our region arc cven morc
rclevant now than they were in 1989:

It is painfully obvious that we must build new airport facilities
soon enoigh to recapture, maintain, and even expand marke?
share, and big enough o grow o meet rising demond,

Contintiing 10 place our primary reliance for capiering and
maintaining ivansfer mavket share on an aiveady overstressed
O Hare is idiotic. To aggressively atiract the volume of
transfer raffic which we warnt to expand and maintain our
market sharve, the metropofitan Chicago area should now be
building a 2Ist century “"SuperPoirt” which has the flexibilin
to meet even the most optimistic forecasts.

The economic significance of taking prompt aggressive action
now cansor be overemphasized. If the FAA forecasts for
national iraffic growth and Chicago s estimates of 1he
econemic benefits (i.e., johs and expenditures) reswlting from
handiing 1ransfer traffic are even modesily accurate, the
metropeliian Chicage area is losing billions of dollars every
vear if delavs constructing o new airport. ... Construciion
alone would create thousands of jobs for workers in the
Chicage metropolitan areu.



In words sadly cven more relovant today than they were Cight ycars
ago, Congressman Hydce described our regional political gridlock:

Instead of discussing and resolving our respective concerny
vpenly, we are engaging in destruciive infighting amongst
ourselves — ignoring both eur opportunicy and our
responsibility. While we fight, the problems only get worse,

As a Congressman whose district encompasses a major portion
of the airport as weli as large residential areas around

O Hare, [ have a political and personal commitment both to
the economic welfare of the region as well as the quality of life
of my noise battered constituents. I believe it imperative that
we stop the infighting and immediately begin working together
10 address the issues of airport development for metropolitun
Chicago.

We must take the kind of aggressive oction needed now both to
achieve vur economnic objectives and 1o ameliorate the dumage
we are cuerently inflicring on tens of thousands of homeowsers
and their fomilies.

If we don't vet now to build airport facilities of sufficient size
1o meet pur econonic objectives for air traffic marker share in
the 21st constiry, we will likely be judged io have provided oo
little. oo late 1o prevent permanent atrophy of Chicago s
market position in actional air transporiation. But we cannot
build suckh facilities if their operation will continue or
exacerbate the pata and injury currently being inflivted on
hundreds of thowsands of our citizens beeause of our carlier

ailure to properlv plan and implement airport facifities.
) properly ) port,

Hydc stressed that trying 1o jam more aireraft into O Hare would only
exaccrbate the already intolerable cavironmental (notsc and toxic air
pollution) and safcty concerns created by the existing levels of traffic:

SAamming more aircrafi operations imo O Hare | reduces
the already thin safety margins that exist at O " Hare.
Congestion, deluy ond safer are critically interdependent.
Increasing margins of safety imvariahlv increases delay.



Canversely, reducing delavs at O Hare ofien redwces existing
margins of safer.

To put more aivcraft operations into O Hare without
increasing the already intolerable delays necessarily means
taking shortcuts. [t means taking such steps as reducing the
separation distance beiween aircraft, increased use of
converging runwavs during bad weather or other measures
currently under consideration by the FAA to wring more flight
operations oui of congested facilities. (See, e.g., Airport
Capacity Enhancement Plan 1988 (DOT/FAA/CP/88-4).)

The problem with such measures is that they put added stress
on an alreadv over-stressed facilitv. To maximize safer,
O 'Hare needs fewer flights, not more.

e

That O Hare noise is a major problem is self-evident.
Thousands of families living in the vicinite of QO 'Hare caonnot
get ¢ decent night's sleep; their children cannot study; and
basic family activities such as vonversation, woiching
iclevision or listening 1o music are severely disrupted.

Based on housing standards published by the Departinent of
Housing and Urban Development, tens of thousands of our
residenty live in a residential enviromnent which is
“wnacceptable. T From o property value standpoint, FAA
acknowledyes, and most Feal estate appraisers know, thai the
intense neise around O 'Hare causes a severe Joss in
residential property value. Awnd no one has taken the tine 1o
measure the kuman cost in lest education and diminished
quality of life suffered by our residents.

| in his 1989 monograph, Congressman Hydce took direct cxeeption to

Chicago’s plais to build new runways to stuff more iraffic into G 'Hare
and opposc construction of the new regional airport:

Hiding in the weeds as a major threat (o aggressive action on a
metro Chicage “SuperPord s Chicagn s desire to add more
ranmways ai O Hare.




Rather than build an ewviromnentatly sound new airport,
Chicago wanis 10 add new runways at O 'Hare. Though
Chicago will deny that it has such plans, Chicage s own
Masier Plan stated unequivocally that the Chicago area will
lose the transfer traffic market unless either: aj a new airport
is constructed, or b) new runways are built ai O 'Hare. The
Master Plan even contains the drawings for the new runway
focations.

Adding runways at O Hare would compound what is already
an environmental disaster. Even Chicago in itx Master Plan
acknowledged thay adding runways wounld allow a level of air
traffic that would be environmenially unaceeptoble. Despite
this environmenial unocceptability, Chicago is aggressively
Sfighting a new airport and is actively pushing the option of new
runwavs at O 'Hare.

As long ax the issue of new runwavs remains an option for
Chicago, the economic development of a new metro SuperPort
is imperiled. Chicago will argue that putiing more traffic into
O Hare obviates the need for a new airport. The specter of
new rurways will haunt the timing and the size of the new
meiro “SuperPort.”

Ii's time for Hlinvis " political leadership to put a stake in the
heart of the new rorway nighimare at O Haye.

A TThe Siate of Hiinuvis cleariy has the legal authoricv to
preveni such desiructive construciion. The only guestion i
whether it has the political will,

It is a safe political bet that any siatevide vandidate in the
1990 eleciions — be it jor Governor, Attorney General, or
United States Senctor — s geing (o have 1o take a clear stand
on the mutuaily inconsistesit issues of additional runwavs at

O Hare vy. development of @ new SupesPort.
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To oppase a ban on new Q' Hare runways is in reality a vore
against the new girport and its economic benefits and a vote
against refief for the long suffering residents around O 'Hare.

Our elected officials have dodged the isswe for too long.

i there is such o crisis, why are we moving at such a snail’s
pace? The answer is simple. Several of the key political
plavers in this process are more concerned about their
individual pofitical and economic turf than the economic
welfure of the region. The major airlines and the City of
Chicago have demonstrated o bizarre schizophrenia —
completely inconsistent with their announced desive to
agecommodate Gir traffic growk in the region,

i

& Hyde also identificd the principal obstructions to the critical

Ay development of the third airport — the City of Chicago and the airlines
& dominating O Harc {United and American):
| _ The State of Hllinois and the State of indiana have begun a
| E planning process which may get us a modest supplemental
e airport in 20 vears. Chivago and the major airlines at O Hare
. have opposed even this modest effort. The FAA, though paving
| = {ip service 1o the need for a new airport, has hardly been )
i = shaking the rafters in moving forward on a time critical basis.
K
=

HeR

United and American dominaie O Hare and don 't want a new
airport which would alfow significant competition o enter the
Chicage market. Rather than share in a bigger piece of a
bigger pie, these airlines wish to keep the biggest pieces of a
smailer pie — oll 1o the detriment of the economic welfare of
their regiors.

_ This same sceming economic schizaphrenia has infected owr

i lacal leadership in Chicage. While the political and economic
leadership of two of the nation’s busiest kubs have called for
majur new airports in Denver and Atlana, Chicago s political
leagership hay fought development of a new airporvt for
meirapolitan Chicagoe, The vory Chicage leadership that five
vears ago ballvhooed the need to accommaodate future




passenger traffic for the jobs and economic growth it
represents now calls jor serding nmch of this traffic o other
hubs in other states rather than build a new airport jor
metropolitan Chicago.

Why wonld Chicage fight a new airport and call for sending
transfer traffic to other cities? Again, simple hif proteciion.
Chicago plainly wants Yo proiect O 'Hare and ity political
dominance of that facility even if Chicage 's oppoesition to a
new airport is damaging to the region’s econuny,

Eight ycars after Congressman Hydc published his monograph, many
g things have changed but much rematns the same:
| e Chicago’s 13¢ degree spins. [n the cight years since the Hyde
= Papcr, the City of Chicago has engaged in a serics of 180 degree
| J spins:
.
: E; 1) In 1990, Chicago rcversed its opposition to a new airport and

i

@ Acknowlcdged that a new airport was cssential to
the Region's cconomic welfare: acknowledged a
ncw airport would bring hundreds of thousands of
new jobs and billions annually in new cconomic
benefits into the region,

¢ Acknowlcdged that cven a vastly cxpanded
O'Hare could not handle the Region’s traffic
growth niceds; and

@ Acknowlcdged that letting traffic growih be sent 1o
othor regions would cost the region billions in
benefits and hundreds of thousands of lost jobs,

All these acknowledgments by Chicago lead to Chicago’s
proposal for a now airport at Lake Calumcet. Chicago cven
drafted a Regional Airport Authority Bill that would have placed
all the Region’s commereiai airports under a Regionai Authority
— controlicd by appointecs of the Governor and the Mayor of




Chicago — which would have the power and financial
wherewithal to build the new regional airport.

2) Aficr the defeat of Chicago’s Lake Calumet proposal, Chicago
again has reversed its position 180 degrees and now argucs
against a new regional airport and argucs (in tandem with the
airlincs dominating O Hare) that the cxcess demand that cannot
be handicd at O Hare — which represents hundreds of thousands
of new jobs and billions in ncw regional economic benefits —
should be scnt to Dallas-F1. Worth and Denver, costing our
region and our workers huge losses in cmployment opportunity.

3) After the defeat of Chicago’s Lake Calumet Proposal, Chicago
again has reversed its position 188 degrees and has opposcd
passagc of the very bill it helped draft in 1992 — a Regional
Airport Authority Bill. Indeed, Chicago now opposcs draft
fcgislation which is word for word the same bill that Chicago
draftcd in 1992. The only change in Chicago’s carlicr Lake
Calumet bill extending several thousand words: the name of the -
ncw regional airport has been changed from “Lake Calumet
Airport™ to “South Suburban Airport.™

o Snail’s Pace of Progress by the State of illinois. Eight ycars later,
despite years of paper shuffling, the State of linois has not moved
aggressively enough on building a new airport. In 1989, illinois had
paper studics covering scveral fect of shelf space. In 1997, llinois
has several morc shelf fect of paper studics and yet has still failed to
turn a singlc spadc of dirt for & ncw airport.

© A Massive Airline Campaign of Disinformation and

Divisiveness. Eight ycars later, huge amounts of atrline moncey
have been used to mount a propaganda campaign against a new
airport and in favor of new runways 2t Q'Hare. This campaign has
heen marked by blatant appeals te regional divisivencss — haping
fo pit the cconomic hopes and fears of one arca of our region against
the other.  United Airlines and American Airlings have convineed
miany local busincss interests that:

1} sending out of our Region billions of dollars of annual cconomic
benefits and hundreds of thousands of jobs to Dallas-FL. Worth
and Denver is good for our Region’s cconomy; and

2) maintaining high monopoly-bascd busincss farcs at O'Harc is
good for Chicago busincss travclers.



@ Fortress O"Hare Monopoly zand Lack of Competition Still
Imposed Huge Fare Penailty on Region’s Business Travelers.
Eight ycars iatcr, O'Harc time-scnsitive busincss travelers still pay
an cnormous premium because of the lack of compcetition to scrvice
next-day business travelers. By using their near monopoly position
at “Fortress O'Hare,” United and American extract a huge
monopoly farc penailty from Chicago arca busincss travelers —
making Chicago lcss compcetitive and more costly as a place t¢ do
busincss.

e Increasing Noise and Toxic Alr Pollution Inflicted on O Hare
Communities. Eight years later, O"Hare arca communities suffer
cven mere frequency of noise and toxic air pollution, as Chicago —
along with United and American — has jammed more and morc
aircraft into an alrcady burdencd O Hare.

e Increasing Safety Risk and Decreasing Margins of Safety at
O’ Hare. Eight years later, Chicago, the FAA and the airlines
continue to incrementally stress our margins of safety at O"Harc by
bringing cver greater numbers of operations into O'Hare —
squecczing out increments of capacity by bringing in the plancs
closer and closer together.

o Huge Loss of Jobs and Economic Benefits to Region. Eight ycars
later, Chicago and the airlines at Q" Hare still arguc against a third
airport — urging the Region to export hundreds of thousands of jobs
to other regions of the country, with the concomitant loss of billions
in cconomic benefits and the loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs
in the Mciropolitan Chicagoe Region. Sadly, by defauit, Chicago
and the airlines arc winning this arpument and we arc alrcady losing
jobs and cconomic benefits o other regions duc o our fztiure (o
build the new regional aurport.

¢ Economic Consensis That Region Must Build New Capacits,
Eight years later, we have scon a conscensus develop — with at least
three cconomic studics concluding that the Region will losc billions
in annual cconoentie benefits and will tose 300,600 to 300,000 ncw
jobs if major new airport capacity is not built soon.

¢ Small Iltinois and Midwest Communities Squeezed Out of
Regienal Air Transpertation Market. Eight ycars [ater, we see

it




smaller HHhinois communitics and communitics from other nearby
states such as Wisconsin and Michigan squeczed out of the Chicago
regional air transportation markcet because of the Fortress O Hare
monopoly .

In the past cight years, opponcnts of new aimport consiruction have
waged a massive campaign of disinformation and division. Because
the issucs of a new airport and the related issuc of new runways at
OHare arc so impoertant to our State and our region, we belicve that it
is fmportant to revisit and re-cxamine some of the major issucs and the
claims that have been made concerning these issucs. We believe that
an objective reader cannot ignore the cconomic and environmental
facts developed by this analysis. We further believe that such an
objective reader can only conclude — based on these facts — that:

e Thc only way that this Statc and Region can avoid the loss of
hundreds of thousands of ncw jobs and billions of dollars in new
cconomic benefits 1o other states and other regions is to rapidly
build a south suburban regionat airport.

e Ncw runways at Q'Harc arc not the answer and indeed arc at the

| corc of the region’s probicm. Such runways will not provide
sufficicnt capacity to mect the region's air transportation needs and
will necessarily drive vast numbers of ncw jabs and bitlions in
benefits out of the region. Morcover, such runways will bring cven
morc intolcrable levels of noise and toxic air pollution to O Harc
communitics, which — unlike an environmentally buffered new
airport — will be immediately impacted by the hundreds of
thousands of new additional flights that ncw runways will bring.
Finally, by delaying a new airpent for many ycars, if not decadces,
new ruaway cipansion ai O Hare virtually assures that netther the
fand, the financing, nor the will to build a ncw airport witl cver be
availabic.

1. Three Separate Studies Say Qur Region Will Lese Hundreds of
Thousands of Jobs and Billiens of Dollars in Annual Ecenomic
Benefits if We Do Not Build Major New Airport Capacity.




Therc arc at least three studics — by three divergent interests -~ that
all reach the same conclusion: 1 ihis region and State do not build
major new commercial airpori capacity soon, we will Josc hundreds of
thousands of jobs and billions of dollars annualiy in new cconomic

encfits that will then go to other states and regions that have the
nceded airport capacity,

What makcs this conscnsus intcresting 1s that cach of the three groups
have significantly diffcrent approachcs to addressing the issuc. But
cach group agrces that our failurc to build this ncw capacity will bave
catastrophic cconomic c¢ffcets on our regional cconomy and on
mctropolitan Chicago’s historic position as the Nation’s Icading
transportation center.

The State of Hiinois Study. The Statc of lllinots has studicd the
issuc of a ncw airport for 2 numbcr of years. There is no scerct
about the Statc’s position, The State advocates construction of a
new regional airport. And the State studics predict that our failure
to build a new airport will result in a loss of 500,000 jobs to our
region and scveral billion dollars in annual cconomic benefits.'

The Northeasiern Hiinois Planning Commission (NIPC) Study.
As a planning ageney depending for its very survival on funding

‘ from the Statc and Chicago, NIPC has been infecied by the very

| decisional gridiock pervading the rest of our regional politics. The
% Staic wants the new airport; Chicago opposcs it.  NIPC refuses to

| make a reccommendation. Yt even NIPC agrees that failure o

| build major ncw airport capactiy in our rcgion will cost us 380,000
i jobs.” Though rccognizing the catastrophic loss of these jobs

| NIPC rcfuscs to take a stand on where the new capacity shouid be

% built — i.e., at a new regional atrport or at an expanded G Hare.

; {Note: As discussed below, cven the most aggressive advocalces

E for an cxpanded O’ Harc acknowledge that cven with massive
E

!

!

i

E

F

|

cxpansion, O Hare cannot possibly handie the growth cur Region
needs to accommodaic.)

The Civic Cemmittee of the Commercial Club Study. The
Civie Committee of the Commercial Club has long been an

| ] Sozth Sibvarhan Ajrpent Master Planning and Environmental Assessment: Economic impact Assessment:
: Econemiic Impaeet Assexswient Build ve, No. Build Hlinois Depoartment of Transportation {April 3, 1945)
|

2 Addjustienis To Regianal Forecast Totals {xswmisg An Service Capacin: Coasiraints, NIPC staff
memorandum o MPC Planning Committee, March |, 1995
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advecate of additional runways at O’Harc to accommedate traffic
growth at O"Hare. Yet this gronp —like the State of lHinois and
NIPC — has recently published a study that predicts that failurc to
build major ncw airport capacity in our region will cost us between
330,000 and 500.000 jobs and scveral billion dollars in new annual
economic benefits 1o our region,.” (Neote: Again, the Civic
Committee, ftke NIPC, fails 10 specify what physical facilitie
would be nceded to handic the projected wraffic growth at O Hare.)

2. The Bottom Line: More Flights = More Jobs for the Region.

The bottom linc on the issuc of airpori developmaent in the region is
very simpic. For decades there has been common agreement among
Chicago, the State of Hinois, and most business experts that:

MORE FLIGHTS = MORE JOBS FOR REGION

It is important to emphasize that Chicago and the airlines have
historicaily been quick to point out that the number of flight opcrations
arc intimately tied to the number of jobs and the amount of cconomic
benefits we n the region receive from our air transportation facilitics.

According 1o Chicago and the airlincs:
Onc year of craployment s created for every:

e 4 airport arrivals or departures

e 48 intcrnational or 111 domestic passcngers boarding a
flight

& 32 visitors getting off a {light in Chicago

s 67 tons of Cargo shipped from Chicago’s awports
$100,000 of personal income is created for every:

e 9 airport arvivals and depariures

¢ 118 intoynational or 281 domestic passcngers boarding 4

tlight

Economic Impact of Expansion in Airport Capacine en the Chivago Regien: 4 Report to the Civie Communiee
of the Commercial Club of Chicage (September 19, 1996) (prepared by The University of Hinois and the
Federai Reserve Bank of Chicago)



s 86 visitors getting off a flight in Chicago
¢ 152 tons of Cargo shipped from Chicago’s airports®

Using thesc or similar projections, Chicago and the airlines claim —
and wc accept for purposcs of analysis —- that O’Hare gencerates
hundreds of thousands of current jobs in the Metropolitan Region and
in cxcess of 10 billion dollars annually in cconomic bencfits for the
region. Using similar projections, in 1990 and 1992 Chicago said that
—- above and beyond O'Hare’s cconomic contribution — a new third
airport at Lake Calumect would produce in cxcess of 10 billion dollars
in new cconomic benefits for the Region and hundreds of thousands of
W new fobs.

The bottom linc ts that if we can attract air transport traffic to our

. Region — and accommedaic it in an environmentally satisfactory way
— w¢ can reap hundreds of thousands of new jobs and billions in new
- cconomic benefits for our region.

Chicago and the airlines have repeatedly acknowledged these facts and
cven boasted zbout the coniribution of airline travel to our regional
cconomy. Yct when it comes timne to deliver on the hundreds of
thousands of new jobs and billions in cconomic development that
construction of a ncw atrport would bring, Chicago and the airlines say
ship the jobs and the billions in benefits to regions outside of {ilinois.

When spezking of airport development and capacity need, airport

| planncrs speak in terms of “cnplancments”™ — people getting on

‘ plancs. Using figurcs agreed to by the State of Hlinois, MIPC, and the
| City of Chicago, it is obvious that we have to build ncw capacity in

i our Region to handle at least 40 million ncw cnplancments and
approximatcly 1,100,000 ncw opcrations— cither at O'Harc orat a
new airport — if we wish to meet the demand for air transportation in
our region.

4 Source: Lobbying package of Airlines and City of Chicago in Opposition 0 §. B, 1245 (1996} in Hllinais
| General Assembly
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The arithmetic 1s simpic. The 5State of Hlinois says — and these
prejections have been agreed to by NIPC and Chicago — that our
regional demand wiil grow over the next 20 years (o 90 million
cnplancmenits from a 1993 total of 34.8 miliion cnplancmients. The
State and NIPC assumc that some of that 90 million cnplancment can
be handled by Milwaukee’s Miichell Ficid and significant growth at
Midway — leaving 73 million cnplanements to be handled at O Hare,
or O"Hare in combination with a now airpost.

Q’Hare at its current level of operations handles approximarcly 33
million caplancmenis at 900,006 operations. Simple arithinctic says
that O’Harc must accommodaic 40 million new cnplancments —
above and beyond the 33 miilion enplanements " Harc currcntly
handics {(i.e., 73 million minus 33 mitlion = 40 million) if it is to meet
regional demand.

Here arc the agreed demand numbers for the region for the year 2020:

90 million

Total 2020 regional demand
caplancments

Dcemand that can be handled by Milwaukee 17 million

Mitchell and an cxpanded Midway enplancments
2020 decmand that must be handled by -
. , . 73 million
cither O’ Harc alonc or O"Hare plus a new
cnplancments

Regional Airport

32-33 million

Current cnplanement load (1996) at O'Hare
ciiplancmenis

Shortfail in new coplanements that must
be accommedated above O Hare's current 40 million new
load at cither O"Hare or O Hare pilus a new enmlanicments

Regional Arpont.

ici’s assume for the moment that we do not build a new regtonal
airport. How do we handle the 40 million new cnplancments at
O’Harc — above and beyond the 32-33 miliion currently handliced at
O’Hare? O’Harc currently handics iis existing foad of 32-33 million
cnplancments with approximately 960,000 opcerations (909,000 in
1996). The ratio of enplaiiements to opcerations has remained virtually
constant for the fast scveral years — with the average enplanements
per operation ranging between 34 and 35 coplanements per operation.
At 35 cnplancments per operation, the number of operations neccessary
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to carry the 40 million new enplancments is 1,142,857 new opcrations
- above and beyond the 900,006 eperations currently at O Hare.’

The typical aitline and Chicago response to calculations iike these is
that they overstate the numiber of needed operations because the plances
will be larger and the number of enplaning passengers per planc will
be greater. Neither the atrlines nor Chicago nor the FAA provide any
data to support these claims; and the actual data coliceted at O'Hare
over the last several years shows the average size of aircraft actually
dcereasing — not increasing. Yot even if onc aceepts, for the sake of
discussion, FAA’s projections of greaier numbers of enplancments per
aircrafl, the number of new flight operations that will be required to
carry the 40 million new enplancments will total over 950,000 new
flights.”

What this mcans is that unicss we butld a new airport soon, "Harc
will be asked to accommodate an additional 950,000 to 1,100,000
flights above and beyond the alrcady more than 900,000 flights
currcnitly operating cach year at O'Hare. Altematively, if O Hare
cannot handle these new flights and the flights arc diverted to other
regions, our Region will lose hundreds of thousands of jobs and
billions in new cconomic benefits,

I
Current O'Hare 33 miilion 900,000 {light :
load cnplancments opcrations :
-
Furure additional 40 million ngw 950,000 to 1,100,000 ;
demand cnplanemcnts ncw operations ,

Sourve of the flight operations caleulation is the FAA statistical information provided in the FAA'S arna!
Aviation Capacity Enhuncement (ACE) Plas. Tae average enplanements per operation at O Hare over the luw
several years his stayed steady at between 34 and 35 enplanements per aperution.  Dividing 44 milfion
enplanements by 35 enplanements per operation yields an operations leve! for the new additiona! operations ul
11472 857 new gperations -— above and beyond the BOILOKY operations currently at O Hare

The FAA protects — without supporting documentation — that enplanements per operation will rise from the
current level of 35 enplanements per operation 1 42,9 enplanements per operation. See 1996 FAA dviarion
Capagity Enhuncemient Plan dirport Database, avadable on CD-ROM from the FAA. T reality. FAA has
acknowledged that the average aircraft size st O'Hare has aciually been decreasing — not increasing.
“Average atreruft size fat O Hare] in all stage length categories over 249 miles_has beep decreasing since
1979." A Swdy of the High Density Rule {FAA May 1993), Technical Supplement #2. at 47 {emphasis
added).
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The question immediately arises: Can or should O’ Hare accommodate
73 million criplancments (33 plus 40)7 The answer is clearly no — on
both counts. Docs anyonc reaily expect O’ Hare arca residents to sit
still for over a millien new flights above and beyond the 900,000
already over their heads and homes? Docs anyone realistically believe
that cven with two new runways, O'Hare can accommodate the
million new operations — above and beyond the 900,000 current
operations?

It is patently obvious that O’ Harc cannot accommodate over 1,000,000
ncw opcrations — above and beyond the 960,000 it alrcady carrics.

The new noisc monitoring system instalied by the Suburban O Hare
Commission, as well as Chicago’s own noisc momioring sysicm, show
that the cxisting icvels of harmful aireraft noisc extend far beyond the
noise levels and geographic extent previously acknowledged by
Chicago.

Beyond the noise. consider the toxic air pollution created by O'Hare.
Currently, the 900.000 operations create levels of toxic air poltution —
including such harmful chemicals as Benzene and Formaldehyde —
that would not be allowed from a fedcerally licensed toxic waste dump.
The State of itlinois ranks " Hare as among the top five largest toxic
pollutant emitters in the State: yet officials look the other way when
asked to control and reduce $Hare's toxic air pollution. imagine the
additional impaci of another millien flights on the toxic air pollution
levels around O'Hare.

Finally, there 1s the question of safcty. Safety at O'Hare s alrcady
overtaxed at 906,000 operations. The FAA and Chicago are able to

jam morc traffic in only by using a host of guestionable techniques to

squceze plancs closer together and ingvitably stress the existing
margins of safcty. To try fo put scveral hundred thousand more flights
into that space is playing Russian Roulctie with the safety of the flyiag
rublic and the residents who ive under O Hare’s flight paths.



But Chicagoe and the airlines have a fall-back position — designed to
defeat the new regional airport we desperately need and keep the high
farc/monopoly lock United and American have on time-sensitive
Chicago arca busincss travelers. They say let (" Harc grow to
50,000,000 cnpiancments — an aimost 46% increase from current
tevels — with an increase in flights of between 300,600 o 500,600
opcrations.

Even this 300,000 to 500,000 level of flight operations increasce will
wrcak cnvironmental havoc on neighbering O'Harc communitics in
| added noise and air poilution. If the current levels of neisc and toxic

| air pollution in communitics around O’Hare arc unacceptable, how can
o anyonc justify adding 300,800 1o 500,000 ncw flights at O'Harc?

Morcover, Chicago and its O'Hare airline allics have a plan to address
the 23 million enplancments Chicapo's plan cannot handle — ie., the-
73 million cnplanements O'Hare needs to handlc minus the 50 million
caplancments Chicago and the FAA say O"Hare wiil handle with new
runways and associaied cxpansion cloments.

What's Chicago and the airlines’ plan? Send the 23 million
cnplancments that the expanded O’ Hare cannot handle -— and the
hundreds of thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in associated
cconomic benefits from that traffic — to other competing regions,
namcly Denver where United has a hub and Dallas-Ft. Worth where
Amcrican is hcadquaricred.  Chicago and the airlines have cxpressly
stated their goal of shipping air traffic and the associated jobs and
cconomic benefits out of our region ko other states:

The question arises when you look ai connecting iraffic. And
the airlines have made it clear thai they don 't need a new
airport for comnecting raffic. There are many existing
aiprerts elsewhere, where the airlines alreadv have miajor
invesiments, thai they can rowre their Connecting passengers
ihiregh.

Testiiony of Chicago Aviation Commiissiciter
David Musena before the [llingis House

Executive Commiittee March 2. 1995
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All the studies done to date have shown that there is more than
enough capacity af the existing airports to handle all the
Origin and Destination demand through the vear 2020, and the
only reason additional capacity would be needed would be 1o
allow growth in coanecting iraffic.

oo

Tu make room for additional connecting passengers, it is far
more Hikely that the airfines will route these passengers
through existing, paid for facilities with excess capacity — like
United's hub at Denver or American’s hubs in Nashville and
Dallas/Fe. Wortk — than by investing in a bravd-new 35
billion dollar airpori.

Airline Industry Lobbying Package submitted
to finois Legislature January 1996

Result for our region? A loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs and -
billions in cconomic benefits for the region.”

Esscatiaily, Chicage and the aislines are offering a LOSE/LOSE
proposal to the region:

1. The Statc and Region losc the hundreds of thousands of jobs and
the billions in cconomic benefits when the 23 new million
enplancments cven a vastly expanded OHare cannot handic are
accommodated by airport capacity in other states and other
regions.

2. The O Hare neighbor communitics lose when the
Chicago/Airtine program to stuff 300,000 to 500,080 new flights
inio O'Hare produccs major increases in noisc frequency., air
poilution, and increased safety concerns,

“hile gur region leses by shifting these Mights to hubs a0 Denver and Dallas, United and American continue
te» benefit from the revenues produced by she flights. Their position — along with their desire to maiatam a
viriual monopoly on time-sensitive high-yield business travel in our region — makes perfectly rationad
economic sense for these airlines.  See our discussion of the Fortress O”Hare monopoly infra. Unfortunately.
what is good for United and American is destructive to our region’s economy. What is good for us is keeping
these flights. and the jobs associated with these flights here in our region.




To undcrstand how the airlines and Chicago can, with a straight facc.
ship hundreds of thousands of jobs and billions in cconomic bencfits
out of the rcgion, the reader must appreciate the nature of the
“transicr” traffic market and the historic role the Chicago arca has
playcd in serving as the air transportation crossroads of the Nation,

Most Chicage arca citizens and many in the media think that our past
and futurc cconomic goal should be to provide good air service to
travelers to and from Chicago. But in reality, less than half of our air
passenger traffic consists of persons traveling to and from the Chicago
arca.

Thesc “origin-destination™ passcengers inciude all our metropolitan
business and reercational travelers, as well as all those people from
other arcas who wish to vistt the Chicago arca for business, porsonal
matters or reercation. They include ail the people we work hard to
attract, including all our convention and business visitors.

If mecting the air travel needs of our Chicago arca “origin-destination™
passcngers were all we were concermned about, our discussion could
end now. Q’Harc has more than cnough capacity to accommodate our
“prigin-destination” traffic for many years to come. Indced, were
“origin-destination” traffic nceds our only concern, we could
dramatically reducc the number of flight operations at O’ Harc —
dramatically reduce the noisc injury to residents {iving around O 'Hare
— and casily meet the requirements of “origin-destination™ traffic for
a long time.

But meeting the nceds of our “origin-destination™ traffic 1s only past of
the story. Chicago and other major aivport centers — such as Denver
and Atlanta — have competed aggiessively for the so-called “transier”
market. Morc than onc-half of the air travelers passing through

O Hare never sct foot outside the tenmmal, and never spend a dime in
Chicago area hotels, restaurants, or mecting factlities. Thesce are
so-catled “transfer” passengers, traveling (for example) from Des
Motnes te Cleveland with a transier at Chicago.

This so-called “wransfer™ traffic is very impertant to sur regional
cconomic welfare. For the airline personnel and the air travel serviee
industrics based th mctropolitan Chicago, that transfer traffic means
thousands of jobs and billions of dollars of associated spending in our
region, Equally imporiant, the flexibility in travel schedules crcated
by serving the transfor traftic market allows our region to provide an
extremely attractive base for businesses o ¢stablish corporate



headquarters and marketing conters. The same flexible flight
schedules that service the transior market allow the Chicago-based
busincss traveler a wide range of options in using Chicago as a basc of
opcrations.

The competition for the transfer traffic market 15 intensc. 1f we in
mctropolitan Chicago want to retain — and indecd cxpand — our
market share, we will have (o aggressively identify and implement
thosc actions necessary to atiract transfer traffic.

Afier acknowlzdging in the Lake Calumet Airport proposal the
importance of the transfor traffic market to the cconomic health of our
region and our historic and future role as the Nation’s transportation
crossroads, Chicago has donc another cconomic flip-flop. Chicago
and United and American airiines now say that the transfer traffic is of
no cconomic valuc to our region. By shipping this traffic to United’s
hub at Denver and American’s hub at Dallas, Chicago and these
airlincs ciaim that we have more than ¢nough capacity at O'Hare to
micet the growth in our origin-destination traffic.

if we were to accept such sophistry and agree that transfer traffic is of
no valuc to our region, the debate would be over. We could cut the air
traffic at O'Harc by more than 30%. Our O"Harc communitics would
get much less noisc and air pollution and there would be no loss to the
region’s cconomy. Further there would be no need to debate cither the
construction of the new airport or cxpansion of O'Hare — since an
O'Hare with lcss than half of its current traffic would have morc than
cnough capacity to accommodats all expected origin-destination
growth with its cxisting facilitics, with no ncw runways and no other
cxpansion,

But ncither we nor Chicago or United and American really believe this
argurnent. magine Chicago’s and the airlines’ reaction if we
suggested cutting oxisting wansfer traffic out of O Hare. Chicago and
the airlines would rightfully claim — as they have to the Hlinos
Legisiature -~ that this wransier traffic is critically waporant 1 our
regional ccenomy and brings hundreds of thousands of jobs and
billions in benefits te our region,

And the same logic and commaon sense that would call for rejection of
any propesal to cut the transfor traffic out of O Hare also calis for
rejection of Chicago's and the airlines” proposal to ship this future
transfer traffic — and the jobs and cconomic bencfits that come with it
— to other statcs and other regions.
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We find that the Chicago/Airlinc solution is unacceptabic for several
rcasons. First, it is unacceptable becausc it sends hundreds of
thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in cconomic bencefits out of
our rcgion and our state. Even with a vastly expanded traffic level at
O’Harc, Chicago and the airiincs acknowlicdge that 23 million
cnplancments and several hundred thousand opcerations — along with
the hundreds of thousands of jobs and billions in cconomic benefits
they represent — would be sent out of our State and our region to
other statcs.

Sccond, the Chicago/Airline approach is environmentally unacecptable
because of the tremendous burdens it places on O’Hare arca
communitics. The additional noisc and toxic air pollution represented
by 300,006 to 500,000 additional flights squeczed into O'Harc — in
addition to thc 900,000 opcrations currcntly there — is simply
unacceptable.

We, however, proposc a WIN/WIN solution for the State and the
Region. We proposc a vital O Hare at its current icveis of opcrations
joincd by a ncw regional airport to handle the new traffic growth in an
cnvironmentally acceptable manner. With this system in place,
O'Harc communitics arc spared the further insult of & massive increase
in air traffic while the region is assurcd of the full cconomic benefits
of all the traffic growth staying in our region. The region gets all the
hundreds of thousands of ncw jobs and all the new cconomic benefits.
The O"Hare communitics get a modicum of protection,

The pairing of O’Hare and Midway with a new south suburban airpor!
-— and the preservation of hundreds of thousands of new jobs for cur
repion — has other beneficial offects as well, Chicago proudly claims
that the coonomic and job benefits of O'Hare are spread across a
multi-county metropoinan region. But cven Chicago and most
independent observers would agree that the cconomic benefits of

O Hare are concentrated more strongly in northwest Chicago and the
northwest suburbs surrcunding O Hare than they are in south Chicago
and the suburbs of south C ok County, and in Will and Xankakee
Countics.

Whatcver the benefits of OHare, they are harder to see in Robbins,
Calumet City. and Ford Heights than they arc in Arlington Heights and
Schaumburg. A fair chserver would agree that a sense of cconomic
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fairness and cquity — as well as a desire to more uniformly balance
regional development — would suggest that the new air traffic would
best be scrved by a new regional south suburban airport, rather than
jamracd into an alrcady overburdened O’ Hare.

There has been much discussion of late regarding concerns over real
and perecived ceonomic disparitics between vartous arcas within our
six county metropolitan region.” But whatever the outcomce of such
discussions — and many of us may havc respectful disagreements in
such discussions —— this much is cicar:

A ncw south suburban airport — bringing hundreds of thousands of
new jobs and billions of dollars of additional economic benefits to our
region — will do much to redress any cconomic disparity that may
exist in our region and will serve as a sccond “cconomic enginc” to
drive our regional cconomy forward for the benefit of all our citizens.
A new south suburban regional atrport will do much to achicve
regional cconomic balance and cconomic cquity within our region.

Many scctions of the south side and south suburbs have been in an
cconomic nosc-dive for decades. Massive corporate disinvestment has
Icft many south Cook County communitics with shuttered factorics,
abandoncd malis, boarded-up homes and concomitant demands on
social scrvices.

Economtic benefits imcan hundreds of thousands of jobs — but they
also bring somcthing cisc. The commercial deveiopment associated
with a new airport will sce a risc ia property valucs and a paralle! risc
in property tax revenues for arca schools on the south side and south
suburbs. When this happens, the chiidren of Ford Heights, Harvey and
Dixmoor will be able to attend schools comparable to thosc in
Elmbhurst, Park Ridge and Arlington Heights. With better schools and
restored infrastructure, these communitics can be proud partners with
their northern and western neighbors in a strong and fair regional
cconomy.

Most cveryone, from Chicago to Cairo, can agree thal the best way to
reduce uncmployment, disinvestment, and the resuliing problems with
crime, drugs. despair and hopelessness is 1o put people to work at good
jobs with good salarics.

Chicage Regional Ropeit, A Beport ja the Jokn D and Catherine T. Macasthur

Fuundarior 1October. 1996); Mupping The Fuwre. Besonrce Moterials For Regional Cosversations

(MacArthur Foundanion)



It's time to hift the lovel of the airport debaie above petty politics —
and to focus on the high road common ground of cconomic
development, public health protection, and regional welfare that a third
airport will bring.

The financial gains of the third airport will not be limited to onc
scction of the Region, or even onc scction of the State. Al of the
Chicago mciropolitan arca and many downstatc communitics stand to
gain. With a new airport in partnership with a vital O'Hare and
Midway, Chicago would rcgain its righiful place as the Nation’s air
transportation center, The three airports (New York has three:;
Washington, D. C. has threc: and Los Angeles has five) would provide
the Region with plenty of runway space for large and small plancs far
into the next century, For yoars OHare has been squeczing out plancs
from small markcts to make room for larger plancs. In short, residents
and investors from downstate communitics like Peoria, Molinc,
Danville, and Decatur have been increasingly locked out of the
Chicago air transportation market.

Those who have opposcd the new south suburban airport have thus far
successfully blocked the new airport using the politics of fear and
division — both in sctting diffcrent arcas of our state and region
against cach other and in falscly playing on the fcars of scparate
constitucncics in our region. Thus these new airport foes have
deliberately played off northwest suburbs against south suburbs:
Republicans against Democrats: downstate communitics against the
metropolitan region.

These opponcents ncver come out in a straightforward fashion and
admit to the fact that undcr their scenario they will send hundreds of
thousands of jobs and billions in cconomic benefits outside the region.
Instcad they falscly scize on onc argument or another that can create a
backlash of fear in a given constituency.

Thus they tell the downstate communitics that the new airport will
divert road funds from downstate projects. They teil northwest
suburbs that a new airport will kil G Hare and the cconomic vitality of
the communtties around O Hare. They tell Democrats that the now
atrport will mcan a Republican 1akeover of O'Hare and iis politicai
patronage. They tell supporters of Midway that a new airport will kill
AMidway.



Each of these argumcents has but onc focus — kill the now regional
airport and the hundreds of thousands of jobs and billions in cconomic
benefits it would otherwise bring. But cach argument is tailored to
play upon the individual fears of an isolated constituency.

In contrast we, as Congressmen representing different arcas of the
entire Region, arc sccking common ground 1o Keep thesc jobs and
benefits in our Region. To the downstate communitics we say that the
Statc and the Region — and we —- should be willing to work with you
to guaranice that no downstate road funds would be used for
infrastructure for the new airport.” To the supporters of Midway —
and include us among thcm — wc say that we will work with you to
provide gearantees for Midway's continued vitality.

E To the Democrats and the Republicans who are worricd about political
control, we say that there should be a fair system of representation that
should allow cach poiitical constitucncy in the region to have a fair say
in the operation of the Region’s airports. [f necessary o develop the
coalition needed to build the third airport, we could support an
organizational structurc which keeps controi of O’Hare — subject, of
course. to the altimate authority of the State over all its political
subdivisions -— in the hands of the City of Chicago.

To the busincsses around O’ Hare which have been told that a new
airport will kil O Hare, we say look at the facts. There arc several
major metropolitan arcas which have a multiple airport system (e.g.,
New York, Washington, [3. C., Los Angcles). In none of these citics
has onc airport {e.g., Nowark, La Guardia, or JFK) cannibalized the
cconomic vitality of the other.

Nevertheless, we are willing to sit down with northwest suburban
business leaders to assurc them that a new airport will be part of an
airport system that includes a vital O’Hare. To those worried that a
new airport will offer lower costs (because of lower cost new
infrastructurc) we are certain that a fair mechanism can be developed
to assist in upgrading O Harc arca business infrastructurc to address
thc competition.

I
t 9 As noted above, we also say that major new capacity ot a south suburbas airport will enhance opportumties for
[ access to commerical atr service aceess by downstate communities that are slowly being squeezed out of

| (' Hare.

|

|

|

|



Airport opponcrits have said that the airtines will not pay for
construction of a ncw airport. But most people do not understand that
most airport construction funding — including construction at O'Harc
— 18 donc with federal taxpayer dollars and not with airline funds.
Indced, much of the facilitics at Midway and O"Hare have been
constructed with federal taxpaycr dollars. Thus, the airlines have jong
received direet and indirect government-fundced facilitics —
construction subsidics not enjoyed by most busincsses.

We do not belicve that any airline funds from airlines at O’Harc and
Midway should be used to construct the new regional airport. We do
belicve, howcever, that the same kind of federal subsidics that have
been uscd to build other airports — including O Hare and Midway --
should be availablic to construct the new regional airport.

Historically | there have been two sources for funding of airports: |)
federal “ticket tax™ moneys {called “AlP” or Airport Improvement
Program funds} from the federal Airport Trust Fund collected on every
ticket sold in the United States. and 2) municipally issucd General
Airport Revenue Bonds ("GARBs™). Quite often an airport project
would be funded in an 80/2¢ split — 80% coming from a federal ALP
grant and 20% from GARBs issucd by the municipal airport
proprictor.

The atrlines for whosc operations the runways and terminals were built
reccived two major subsidics. First was the dircet federal AlP grant of
up to 80% of the cost.  None of the airlines scrving the airport arc
required to repay the AIP grant. Sccond was the municipal status of
the GARBs which — though paid by the airlines — were treated as tax
deductible revenuc bonds which received a major interest rate discount
duc to their tax-frce municipal status.

In the 1980s, the amount of AIP funds available for airport
construction was reduced duc to federal government attempts to usc
these funds: a) to balance the deficit. and b) to pay for the operations
of the FAA. In response to this lowering of available AP funds. the
atriines and airport operators lobbicd Congress for tegislative approval
of a now federally authorized head tax — calied the Passenger Facility
Charge {PFC) — of $3.00 per passenger.
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This additional federal PFC tax was passcd in 1990 ai the dircct
rcquest of major airport operators such as the City of Chicago.
Chicago lobbicd to usc the PFC taxes collccted at O'Hare to build a
new regional airport at Lake Calumct.

{n the passage of the 1990 legislation a dangcrous and destructive
loopholce was created. Whereas Airport Improvement Program (ALP)
funding at a local airport had to be dirccted and approved by the staic
transportation agency, the federal Passenger Facility Charge (PFC)
funds went dircetly to the airport proprictor — thus climinating statc
authority to dircct where the funds should be spent in the State.

However, since the defeat of Chicago’s proposal for the Lake Calumct
Airpori, Chicago has hoarded the revenucs from these federally
authorized PFC taxes and has refused to allow their use for a new
regional airport. fronically, Chicago has used a portion of the
revenucs collected at O'Hare to give moncy to Gary, Indiana’s airport.
This iransfcr of moncy’s collected at O’Harc to Gary was designed to
block aitcmpts by the State of 1ilinois to build the ncw south suburban
airport.

Chicago’s conduct in hoarding these PFC funds is a major impediment
to new airport construction in {liinois. Let’s be clear. No Chicago
commercial airport — be it Midway, O’ Hare or a new regional airport
— can likely be built without an cxtremcly high level of funding
subsidized by the federal government. Midway and O'Harc were built
primarily with hcavy doscs of federal tax revenuces and tax free bond
subsidics. Much of the construction going on at O’ Harc today is
being built with federally authorized PFC funds.

What becomces obvious from this discussion is that some major forms
of dircct and indircct federal financial subsidy have been necessary for
the development of Midway and G'Harc and will be necessary for the
construction of the ncw regional airport. Whether these funds arc
derived from the federally authorized PFC revenue sircam or the
federal AIP funds is irrelevant. The reality is that a major infusion of
such funds will be nceessary for construction of the third airport.

Chicago and the airlines have been effectively ablc to stop federal
financial assisiance to the new airport. Chicago wrongly claims that
the federally authorized PFC revenue stream belongs to Chicago —
not the federal govemment. Despite his promise to Congress (o usc
the PFC revenues for a new airport, Chicago’s mayor now refuses o
sharc these revenuces. The airlines serving G'Hare claim ihat these
federally authorized PFC funds belong to them fi.e., United and
American).
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In truth, these funds belong neither to Chicago nor the airlines. The
airlines’ only investment at O'Hare is their commitment {o repay
GARBs — which arc only used to finance a portion of the
construction. The airlines at G"Hare do not own the federally
authorized PFC revenuc stream, which are not GARBs and which the
airlines have no duty to repay.

Nor docs Chicago own this revenue stream. The foderal legisiation
creating the foederal PFC head tax requires FAA approval for Chicago
to both “impesc” and “use” the PFC revenucs. Chicago must have
FAA’s approval to colleet the tax and scparatcly must have FAA's
approval to “usc” the tax. Thus the FAA has the power to refusc
Chicago’s request to impesc or use PFC funds or alternatively to
condition Chicago's usc of these funds for the benefit of the air
traveling public and for the benefit of cnvironmentally sound air
transport facilitics in the region.

It is obvious that the financial logjam has to be broken and that —- like
Midway and (’Harc — substantial dircet and indirces federal financial
assistance has to be provided for constiuction of the new airport. This
can happen in a varicty of ways.

First, Chicago can join with the State and the rest of the region in
forming a Regional Airport Authority with supcrvisory control over all
the metro region commercial airports. This was the mechanism
proposed by Chicage and Governor Edgar in the Lake Calumet
proposal in 1992 and would have allowed a regional authority to usc
PFC revenues coliceted at O Hare {or construction of a ncw atrport.
That was Mayor Dalcy’s plan then and we would cndorse passage of
such lcgislation now.

Sceond, the federal governmient can stop Chicago from hearding the
PFC revenue stream — cither legislatively or through FAA action,
This hoarding is creating a massive loss of nceded capacity in the
region and Hlinois Congressional Leadership would have every reason
and justification 1o demand that the FAA order the funds freed up 1o
cnable third airport construction. Alternatively, cither Congress or the
FAA could imposc a moratorium on Chicago's use of the PFC funds
unsil agreement had been reactied on use of a poriion of the funds for a
new airport.



The bottom line 1s that there arc a varicty of mechanisms available —
cither at the federal or the state feve! — that can bring an ond to the
financial gridiock causcd by Chicago's hoarding of the PFC funds.
That there must be an end to such gridlock is clear and it is our duty on
a rcsponsible bipartisan basis to break the gridlock and get the new
airport sufficicat federal financial assistance.

In the 19th century, the raiiroad industry provided invaluable public
scrvice to the Nation in moving goods and peoplc across the country.
Today, the airhine industry performs an cqually valuablc service,
moving our people and cargocs around the Nation and arcund the
world,

But in ihc {9tk century the ratlroad industry began to cngagce in a
scrics of practices —— which while perfcctly rational from the intcrmal
business perspective of the railroads — were highly destructive to
important regional and national cconomic valucs of the Nation. Thesc
destructive practices included such tactics as predatory pricing,
monopely pricing of captive markcts, and a host of othcr pricing and
scrvice practices designed to help the cconomic botiom linc of the
railroad industry at a scvere cost to the consuming public and the
regions and citics dependent on rail serviee for the cconomic well
being of their citizens,

These abuscs ied to the entire statutory and regulatory development of
our Nation's anti-trust laws, designed to prevent the concentration of
monopoly power. Unfortunately for Chicago and many other similarly
situated citics in our couniry, the airline industry has copicd to a
farc-thce-well many of the same pricing and monopoly abuscs for
which the railroads were infamous.

Since the tatc 1970s, the airlines have developed what they refer to as
“Fortruss Hubs™ in various citics around the country. By controiling
the majority of the traffic at ihese Fortress Hubs, the controlling
airlines can charge monopoly fares (o time-scnsitive business travelers
— secure in the knowledge that there is no effective competition to
force lower farcs,
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The monopoly pricing is not in the tounist or excursion larcs. Itis in
the farc structurc imposed on the time-seasitive business traveler, the
busincss person who must [cave Chicago tomorrow for a destination
in another major business center and must return to Chicago quickly.

For this time-scnsitive business traveler, United and Amgrican have a
lock on high-priced business farcs. The following is a list of recent
nexi-day unrestricted fares between Chicago O'Hare and many of the
Nation’s major busingss centers:

} Amecrican United
NY LaGuardia $1,018 $1.018
Washington National 51,092 $1.292
Los Angeles $1.856 $2,676
Atlanta $986 $i.104
Denver 1,166 $1.414

Nor docs Midway providc truly cffective compctition to the Fortress
Hub at O’Hare. First, Midway airlincs do not scrve on a dircct
non-stop basis many of the busincss markets scrved out of O'Harec.
Sccond, even in those markets they do serve, the volume of scats out
of Midway docs not match the numbcr of scats out of O"Harc,
Whatcver slight adjustments arc made to address any compctitive
volume at Midway arc not significant when viewed in terms of total
scat volume serving the market out of O'Hare.

In short, for the time-sensitive business traveler from Chicago to many
of cur Nation’s major busincss markets, United and American at their
“Fortress O"Hare™ arc able to extract monopoly farc premiums out of
Chicago busincss travelers. The cost to Chicago arca businesses for
this monopoly premium by United and American at Fortress O Hare 15
huge. The State of inois cstimates that Chicago business travelers
pay a monopoly premium of between 200-300 miltion dollars annually
duc to lack of compctition,

Here then is the real rcason why Umited and American have waged
such a vitriohic and aggressive campaign against construction of a new
airporl. A now airport means that significant long-haul competition -
not just the stop-to-siop short-hop discount airlines out of Midway - -
can come into the metropolitan Chicago market. A new airport means
an cnd to the monopoly business fare gravy train that Fortress O Hare
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has provided United and Amcrican. A ncw atrport means significantly
reduced farcs for the time-sensitive Chicago busincss traveler and
significantly less monopoly profits for American and United.

While we cngage in a rhetorical debaic about a new airport vs. O'Hare
expansion, Chicago is actually moving forward with its sccret master
plan for expansion at O'Hare.

Chicago has desperately tricd to keep its plans sceret from the public
and other governmental officials. But details of the plan — created by
Chicago and officials from United and American — arc stariing to
lcak out. We now know this about the clements of Chicago’s ncw and
still hidden “Master Plan™ for the development of O Hare: '’

® Chicago's Mastcr Plan calls for O’Hare growing from a current
level of 32-33 million cnplanements and 900,000 operations in 1996
to 50 million cnplancments and up to 1,400,000 opcrations by the
ycar 2010.

® To accommodatc the massive growth in operations and people at the
Airport, Chicago's new Master Plan program contains the following
clements:

i.  Two ncw runways
2. Extcnsions on scveral of the cxisting runways
3. Exiensions of several of the existing terminai buidings

4. A ncew Ring Road around O"Hare with Western Access and a
redeveloped and expanded castern acoess at 290 and Bessie
Colman Drive.

| 10 The elements of Chicago™s Master Plan are slowly being disclosed as a result of 2 lawsuit filed by the Saite’s

i Attorney of DuPage County and the County of DuPage, the wowns of Eimhurst. Bensenville and Wood Dale.

| and by Congressman Hyde and State Senate President Philip. in discovery in that case, Chicago has been held
i contempt of count for its decision 1o hide over 43.000 pages of documents relating to ity expansion plans at

i O Hare.



@ These clements are being and wiil be constructed on a piccemeal
basis. By building many of the cicments of this Master Plan now on
| a piceemcal basis, Chicago hopes to make its vision of Chicago's
airport future a fait accompli.

| & Bcecause the expansion can only handic an additional 17 million
| cnplancments, Chicago will have to send 23 million (i.e., 40-17=23)
cnplanements to other regions such as Dallas-Ft. Worth and Denver.

With this cxpansion Chicago and the airlines will arguc that there is no
need to discuss a third airport for many more years since the O'Harc
cxpansion — with its scveral hundred thousand new flights — allows
us to delay a decision on the third airport. Apart from the
unacccptable cnvironmental impacts on O”Harc communitics, this
piccemeal cxpansion of O'Harc incvitably will kill the new airport.

By the timc we get around to deciding on a new airport sitc 15 or 20
ycars from now, there won't be any sites available and the jobs and
cconomic development that would have come with that new airport
will be little more than 2 pipe dream.

w In the public relations game that surrounds much of the debate about

| the new airport and O"Harc cxpansion, no topic has been the subject of
morc disinformation than that of new runways and the issuc of “delay™
at O’Hare.!' But fow if any have bothered to look at the underlying
data and facts. When onc undertakes such an cxamination, ong
discovers that much of the talk of a need for new runways to reduce
“delay™ at O’Harc is purc public relations hiype — designed to mask
Chicago’s and the airlincs campaign to expand capacity and push morc
flights through O Hare.

14 Nowhere was this disinfommastion greater than in the press play Chicago and the airlines gave 1o the so-called
“Delay Task Force Report™ prepared by Chicage’s consuliant under FAA sponsorship. Though publicly
wuted as a repont addressing delays {(which turned out to be computer simulated “delays™ that did not exist in
the real world) the internit FAA and Chicago documentation shows that the whole exercise was to developa
program for expanding capasity at O'Hare. Internally the Delay Task Furce Report was called the “Capacity
Enhancement Report™ and the so-calied *Delay Task Force™ was internally kaown as a “Capacity Design
Team.™

36



13

Delays are Way Dowa at O’ Hare

Chicago and the atrlines arguc -- and the State of llinois has accepted
their argument -— that a ncw runway is needed at O’Hare to reduce
declays at O'Hare. They have argucd that delays arc rising at O Hare.

There is only onc problem with this argumcnt. When asked to produce
hard facts demonstrating an ercasc in delays, Chicago, the FAA. and
the airlines are forced to admit that no such data cxists,

On the contrary, the available data'” shows that delays at O'Hare have
stcadily and dramatically dccrecased over the ycars.

The official data rccord is the FAA's own ATOMS system. And the
data from ATOMs shows that delays at O"Harce have decreased by
70% since 1989 and arc lower in 1995 than they were in 1985, Indeed.
dclays per operation at O'Hare in 1995 were lower than at Midway in
1995."

There are two sources of duia used by the FAA 10 guantify the amount of delay experienced st the Nation'«
Airpors:

~The first data source is FAA s offivial Air Trattic Operations Management System {ATOMS). Thiv s the
official data coliected by FAA personnel at (Hare and the Natiun™s other mujor airports.

- The sseond defay data source is upofficial information prepared by sadividual carriers and reported ot
FAA. There is nu independent auditing of the accuracy of this second data source. Historically this data
source was called the Standuardized Dielay Repaorting Systern or “SDRS.” (See FAA 198X durpert Cupierc ity
Enhancement Pian at 1-7), In recent years the name has apparently changed to the Airtine Service Quainy
Performance (ASQP) database. {Sec FAA 1996 hport Cupacity Enhancement Plar a1 20),

Source FAA 1996 dirport Capacity Enhancement Plan and dutabase. Nor doex data supphied by United and
American in the SDRS’ASQP database show any major increase in delays at O"Hare over the last twenty

years. Indeed the delays reported by the airlines at O'Hare are roughly the same as they reported in the fate
1970s,
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The New Runways are for Increased Capacity and A Massive Flight
increase

if the data at O'Harc fail to demonstraie any increasc in delays, and
indeed actually show a dramatic drop in delays, why the push for new
runways? The now runways will allow Chicago to get the so-called
*High Density Rule™ lified and thus be sble 1o push hundreds of
thousands of new flights through O Hare.

G"Hare is csscntially a dual parallel runway arrport designed in the
50°s and built in the 607s and 70%s. 1t has three scts of dual paralicl
runways. Chicago and the airbines have plans to install two new
runways — on¢ in a Northwest/Southeast dircction and onc in an

14 See A Study of the High Density Rule {(FAA 1993} @ 36, This graph shows that delays are decreasing while
traffic s increasing — a phenomenon that can oocur by piceemeal increase in airport capacity through either
physical improvements or change in air traffic control procedures.
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, East/West Direction. This would give Chicago two scts of what are
% calicd “triple paralicls.”

Becausc of O’Harce's cssentially dual paralicl naturc, the FAA
recognized long ago tBat O"Harc was rcaching its capacity, As a

o}% stop-gap measurc in the 1970s, FAA allowed the use of a third
converging runway in good weather conditions. But becausc this
stop-gap measure —— while allowing morc flights into the airport —
also created more congestion, FAA imposcd what is known as the
High Density Rulc. This ruic limits the flights at O"Harc to 155 flights
an hour in good weather conditions.

Chicago and the airlines say that the delay is causcd by bad weather
conditions, called “1FR™ (Instrument Flight Rule) conditions. But
what Chicage and the atriines don’t reveal is the relationship between
good wcather and bad weathicr conditions in the High Density Rule.
The High Density Rule is currently 155 operations per hour in VFR
I (Visual Flight Rules) conditions, which is a combination of balancing
o ) the highest output capability of the airport in good visibility conditions
; with the output capacity of the airport in low visibility conditions. In
cffect, the low-visibility limits control not only what may be put
through the airport in bad weather, but aiso control what may be put
through the airport in good weather as well, since the good weather
limit is bascd on this good wcather/bad weather combination of
balanced capacity.'

By raising the volume of traffic onc can bring in during IFR
conditions, the airlines can also raise the total voiume of traffic they
‘ can bring in during VFR conditions. Thus with triple paralicl
; runways, Chicago and the airlincs can get the ceiling on the High
Density Rule lifted and push hundreds of thousands of additional
| flights into O Hare.

| And as noted above, any doubt about Chicago’s real plans for the new
runways at O'Hare are slowly lcaking out. Chicago is currently
building picces of its “mini-mastcr plan™ to grow O'Hare from its
currcitt level of 33 million cnplanements to an cxpanded level of 50
million cnplancments. The new runways and associated clements of

| the master plan call for an increase in flight operations by 300,000 to

' 500,000 ncw flights at O'Harc.

15 Fora discussion of FAA™s concept of Balanced Airfield Capucity and the relationship between IFR and VFR
‘ conditions in setting the hourly limit, see FAA. 4 Srudy of the High Deasite Rule, Technical Supplement No. 3
! at B-2, ef sey.
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It’s More Than Just Kerosene

Recently, a trustee in Elk Grove Village, a former United employee,
spokc of helping his neighbor power wash the outside of his house. In
his words, there was cnough kerosenc in the water coming off the
housc to fucl a 727,

But his and our conccrns arc not limited to the problems of
kerosene-coated houses and cars, Q'Harce's dirty (but not so littic)
sceret is the issue of air toxics. Air pollution from O Harc consists of
burncd and unburncd jet fucl acrosols containing dozens of
carcinogenic organic compounds —including Benzene and
Formaldchyde.'® When onc concentrates 960,000 flight operations in
the closcly confined space of O'Harce and its immediate surrounding
communitics, the incvitable result is a high concentration of a host of
toxic poilutants in a pollution cloud over and around O Hare. And
unlike the new regional airport — which will by design have a
significant land buffer Lo assist in the dispersal of thesc toxic pollusants
to kcep them away from residential arcas — there is no such butfer at
O’ Hare.

IEPA acknowledges that O"Hare with its 900,000 aircraft opcrations
ranks in the top 3-5 sources of toxic pollutant emissions in the state ~~
comparabic o major coke plants and refinerics. Yot neither Chicago
nor IEPA measures the quantity or chemisiry of toxic pollutants
coming from O Harc and being deposited in our commaunitics.

Read The Fine Print

Chicago and the IEPA say that O"Harc emissions appcared to be in
compliance with NAAQS (Nationa! Ambicnt Air Quality Standards).
However, as IEPA has admitted, these NAAQS standards do not
address the specific health risks presented by the toxic and hazardous
air poilutants cmitted at O'Hare. For example, the NAAQS for Ozonc
and Carbon Monoxide arc bascd on health studics specific to thosc
pollutants and do not address the health hazards presented by toxic
pollutants such as Benzene and Formaldchyde — which arc poliutants
associated with O Harc cmissions. Neither IEPA nor Chicago samples

See Toxic Emissions From Aireraft Engines (United States Environmental Protection Agency 1993)
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for toxic or hazardous pollutants such as Benzence or Formaldehyde
around O'Hare.

Nor docs the fact that much of the IEPA’s and the federal EPA’s
permitting programs focus on “stationary”™ sources allow the agency to
ignore the massive scope of the O’Hare toxic cmissions problem. Our
children do not know whether the toxic pollutants they breathe from
O’Harc operations come from cither stationary or mobile emission
sources associated with the airport. Further, existing federal and state
taws clearly give federal and staic officials power to contro! the air
pellution aspects of O'Hare.

Nor docs the fact that individual aircraft mect the “end-of-the-pipe™
cmission standards for jct cngines resolve the problem. A singlc
automobilc on the street may not posc a health risk, but an automobile
cmitting pollutants in compliance with “cnd-of-thc-pipc™ standards can
be deadly in a constricted environment when thousands of autos arc
concentrated in onc location. Simitlarly, whatever the state of
compliance with individual jet engine cmission limitations, the
concentration of thousands upon thousands of these aircraft in a
confined atmosphceric locale crcates major unacceptable health hazards
for our communitics.

Our concerns over the toxic and hazardous pollution from O'Harc
operations has impacts on both current and projccted opcerations at
O’Hare. The availablc cvidence — both in data and through
individual citizen cxpericnce — indicates that cusrent levels of
cperations at O'Hare create toxic ambicnt air concentrations in our
communitics above acceptable levels. Further, proposed cxpansion of
O’Hare operations will only make an already intolerable toxic ambiont
air situation cven worsc.

The Scandalous Failure To Protect Cur Public Health From O'Hare
Emissions

Thus far, O"Harc has led a charmed lifc with regard to toxic ¢missions.
Despite repeated complaints by residents and local officials, there is no
tcsting program in place to mcasure the concentrations of these toxic
poilutants — cithcer as they are emitted at O"Hare or in the
concentrations of these toxic pollutants in the communitics around
O'Harc. Nor is there a control program to reduce these ecmissions o
heaith protective levels. If General Motors or U. S. Steel or Amoco
tricd to run a majos industrial plant with the volume of O Harc’s toxic
cmissions withoui testing and without poliution controls, thcy would
be shut down and fined. Yot O Harc is spewing out thousands of tons
of these toxic matcerials cach year with impunity.
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Weorse Than A Teoxic Superfund Dump

How bad is the toxic air polution cmitted from O Hare operations ito
ncighboring communitics? We can’t definitively say, given the failure
to test for these poliutants. However, based on ancedotal test data
from Midway — which cmits far smalier amounts of toxic poliutants
— Midway cmissions arc scveral hundred timces higher than would be
allowcd from a federal Superfund toxic dump site. This means, based
on all availablc cvidence, that O'Hare operations emit carcinogenic
toxic compound into residential communitics around O’ Hare at scveral
hundred times that which would be allowed from a federal Superfund
toxic dump sitc.

YS AT O'H

Ever since the 1990 clection, we have been playing a game over an
administrative runway ban on new runways at O Harc. The Govermnor
has said that he will prohibit new runways at O'Harc unlicss there is a
“conscnsus’ among impacted suburbs around O Harc to accept new
runwavs. Ia turn, Mayor Dalcy has tricd to create such a “conscnsus™
by patching together a collection of suburbs with cither no significant
impact or which arc under the pofitical influcnce of pro-runway forces
like Roscmont.

Yet the majority of the communitics truly affected by the noise and
toxic air pollution at G Harc arc represcnted by the Suburban O Hare
Commission {SOC). Gver 75% of the voters in the SOC communitics
— representing hundreds of thousands of people living in close
proximity to O Hare — have repeategly voted against new runways in
numerous reforenda putting the issuc directiy to them. it's time that
wc stop playing the shifting word game called “consensus™ and give
these communitics the protection they need and deserve — a
permarnient fegislative ban on new runways at O'Hare.

Without a ban on ncw O Hare runways:

® Chicago will force several hundred thousand new flights into
O'Hare — with all the associated noisce and added toxic air pollution
those flights represent.

e The O'Hare cxpansion will effcetively be used by opponents of the
new regional arrport 1o “deep six™ zny realistic chances for
construction and operation of that airpert. Why build a new airport
now when we can stufl several hundred thousand more flights into
O Hare?
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@ The region will lose several hundred thousand jobs and biilions of

dollars in new cconomic benefits when the expanded O Hare is
unable to meet projecicd demand and the new growth s channcled
— as desired by Chicago and the aighnes — to other states and other
regions. ‘

What Congressman Hyde said cight years ago is cqually applicable

today.

Hiding in the weeds as a major threat 1o aggressive action on a
metro Chicago “SuperPort” is Chicago's desire to add more
runways at O 'Hare. Rather than build an environmentally
sound new airpost, Chicage wanty o add new runways at

O Hare.

As long as the issue of new runways remains ar option for
Chicago. the economic development of a new meiro
“SuperPort” is imperiled. Chicago will argue that putting
more traffic inte G Hare obviates the need for a new airport,
The specter of new rumways will haunt the timing and the size
of the new meire “SuperPort.”

ke’ time for Hlineis  polisical leadership to put a stake in the
heart of the new runway nightmare at Q'Hare.



In cvery battle over public policy there is a time to stand and fighi for
what’s right for our people and our communitics. The time to stand
and fight — and win — the battle for a new regional airport and for
permancnt protection against ncw O'Harc runways is now.

We ask for the help of everyone — Republican, Democrat,
indcpendent, Business, Labor, Environmcntalists, County Boards,
State Legisiative leaders and members, our fellow members of the
IHinots Congressional delegation. Finally, we ask for the help and
lcadership of the candidates for state and federal office in §99¥. This
issuc — and the hundreds of thousands of jobs, billions of dollars in
cconomic benefits, and the health and quality of life of O"Harc
communitics — 1s the number one issuc of the 1998 campaign. It's
time to stand and dcliver.
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e Legisiators and Lobbyiss Debare Riverboars and Gambling Casinos...

LOOK WHO'S ROLLINGTHE DICE |
WITH YOUR HOME AND YOUR FUTURE! :

Big Business .., United & American Airlines . and Chicago’s Mayer
Daley are placing their bets AGAINST YOU — the hundreds of thousands
of O'Hare area residents who con’s exjoy 3 quiet summer evening because of
jet roering overhesd, who beeube air coated with pollutants snd whose
mmﬁmmmammgmmmqum

M’mm%gmmmmamwmafﬁ’ﬂamum
runways, larger planes, and adding hundreds of thousands of new flights
into an already stresved O7Hare.

Their Jackpot: monopely coatrol over “Forgess O'Hare” — rdehed
high air fares and no real competition for Uaited and American, @E?g}
billions in political pork barre! projects and paronage armies for
Chicago’s political machine. oy
Your Fayoit? More Nojss

Increased Adr Pollution

Decline in Suburban Propesy Values

Further Reduction in Your Quality of Life
Reduced Masgis of Safety for Fiying Public and
Surrounding Communities

GHODD

Big Business, United and American, and Mayor Daley have pulled cut all the
stops and are gambling that their pressuse an Govermar Edgar, House Speakns
f.ee Danieis, and Senate President “Pute” Philip will devail subucban 2Jorts w
coatol further expansion at O’ Hare,
6 The clock is ticking ... the legisiature is scheduled 10 adjourn in less
than two weeks!

Calt Gavernor Edgar, Speaker Daniels and Senate President “Pate”
Philip and tell them you’re 3 suburbanite who wants actiors NOW!

CGovernor Edgar {217 782-6830
Speaker Daniels (708) $30-2700
Senare President Philip (708) $41-0094

Don’t let big business, United & American and Mayor Daley gamble
away YOUR FUTURE!

For mere informasion, please call the Suburbin O Hare Commission 8 (703) 860-T101.
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What's Good for American and United
is NOT What's Good for the State of lllinois

American and United Airlines have joined forces with Chicago to push for a massive expan-
sion of O Hare -- new runways, bigger planes and hundreds of thousands of new flights into
an already stressed OHare,

The Problem: -- Where to put hundreds of thousands of new flights? O'Hare and Midway are
already stretched to the iimit. Based on FAA projections, northern Hlinois faces an air traffic
capacity shortfail of 800,000 flights every year.

R - . Fortress O'Hare: United and American, which domi-
e S e i, nate over 30% of the 2ir traffic at O’Hare, want more
. P ’““" runways at O’Hare to handle additional flights. BUT
e U EVEN UNITED AND AMERICAN recognize that an
Fgmgga expandsd O’Hare cannot handle 808,560 new flights
every vear. THEIR SOLUTION: VAST EXPANSION
00 OF O’HARE WITH NEW RUNWAYS AND SEND
= /é,{ SURPLUS AIR TRAFFIC GROWTH TO OTHER
T Y &% STATES -- costing lilinois taxpayers 236,000 jobs and

.

= billions in aonuai economic beneliis and 1ax revenues,

WHY ARE AMERICAN AND UNITED SG AFRAID OF COMPETTITION? Because of
their monopoly on next-day business travel to major business markets.

mercar Midway Airport Departures
NY La Guardia $806 $669/Northwest
Washington, D.C. $870 $204/Baltimore/Southwest
Los Angeles $1,392 $640/Southwest
Atlanta $1,046 Not Available
Denwver $942 1 Not Available

United and American have joined with the City of Chicago to deratl construction of a third
major metropolitan airport in the south suburbs for one reason -- PROFIT.

Don'’t let a few airlines trying to enhance their own profit margins dictate Illinois’ future as a
national air transportation hub.

Cail the Governor and Legislative Leaders and ask them to start building a third
airpoxrt NOW!

Governor Edgar (217) 782-6830
Spealker Daniels (708) 530-2700
Senate President Philip (708) 941-0094

The Suburben O'Hare Commizzion is mede up of the communities most fmpacted by O°Rare nnise, air pollution anpd concerns about air traffic
safety. They advocaze keeping O'Hare vital 2t its current level of operations and the construction of 2 new envircamensally-buffered regional air-
port to meet the demands of new air waific growth. O Hare remains ¢ vital economic force, while the region recuives the full economic benefits a
new metropolitan airport, inctuding 236,000 jobs aid 33.5 billion i govermment revenues.



WOULD YOU BUY A USED BRIDGE FROM THESE GUYS?

Everybody knows the story of the con man who keeps selling gullible visitors the Brooklyn Bridge.
But Big Business, American and United Airtines and Chicago Mayor Daley are trying o sell vou
equally preposterous nonsense in their campaign 1) to vastly expand OHare with new runways and
hundreds of thousands of new flights, and 2) to keep “Fortress O"Hare™ monopoly prices on
business fares -- while maintaining Chicago’s patronage army and pork barrel politics at O'Hare.
Check the record:

E‘é “Trust us. New runways at O’Hare will not be used to expand iraffic at O'Hare”
Really?! According to the FAA new runways are “the most direct and significant actions
thzt can be taken to improve capacity fade inore fic 5] at existing airporis. Large
capacity increases ... come from the addition of new runways.™ FAA 1994 Aviarion
Capacity Enfoncement Plun. The FAA acknowledges that the new runwavs proposed for
O'Hare are designed 1o “increase capacity™ and accommeodate traffic increases of several
hundred thousand more flights each vear out of (" Hare over your homes.

{4,

“Truse us. We now use guizt Stage 3 planes which don't cause a noise problem.”
Really?! A fully loaded 747 is a so-culled “Stage 37 aircraft and the noise and vibratica
from i1 will knock your socks off. Add several huadred thousand additional Stage 3
aircrafi over your homes and watch whart bappens 1o vour qualizy of life and property
values!?

@ “Trust us. Noisy aircraft do not depress residential property values.”
Really?! The FAA acknowledges that aircraft noise causes substantial loss in residential
housing values. This means that thousands of homes in the O"Hare area -- including
youss -- have lost thousands of dollars off the value of each home. Adding runways and
several hundred thousand new flights will depress the value of your housing investment
even more!

@ “Trust us. Breathing burned and unburned jet fuel wor’t hurt you.”
Really?! Anyone who lives near O'Hare knows the smell of partially burned jet fuel
seeping into homes, cars, yards, and clothing. This is not healthy now -- and it certainly
will get worse if runways and hundreds of thousands of additional flights are added.

E’j “Trust us. Jamming hundreds of thousands of additional flights into O’Hare won't
reduce the margin of safsty at O’Harel!”
Really?! Chicago and the airlines are jamming every last possible flight into O"Hare by
such gimrmicks as squeszing aircraft cioser together (reducing the separation distance
between aircraft) -- Adding hundreds of thousands of new flights into O"Hare's already
jammed airspace reduces O'Hare's margin of safety -- both for the traveling public and
the homeowners who live under O"Hare's flight paths.

If you care about your health, quality of life, the value of your investment in your home, and the
long term safety of your comamunity, call the Governor and Legislative Leaders and tell them that
O’Hare is big enough and that you want your local leaders to have the power to protect you by
controlling further expansion at G Hare.

Governor Edzar (ZU7) 782-6830
Speaker Daniels (708) 530-2700
Senate President Philip (708) 941-0094

For more information, please call the Suburban O'Hare Commission at (708) 860-7101.



Such a deal! Chicago says they’ll give you $16 million™ (e i ane prim:.
in return they want new runways at O'Hare, hundreds of thousands of
additional flights which will result in more noise and air poliution.

The City of Chicago, the airlines, and Governor Edgar have suggested that the noise bartered O Hare
suburbs should get $16 million dollars for ten years for soundproofing schools and homes. What they
don't iell you is the price you will pay for this “wonderful deal™. Nor do they tell you the “fine print”
in the offer which (when you read it) makes the $16 million look like “funny money”. Look at the
facts:

M You get $16 million that can’t be spent in your comnunity. The $16 million are
federal funds -- not from Chicago ar the airlines — and under federal rules they can only
be spent in areas where bad noise levels exist for 24 hours 2 day! Homes that are battered
by aircraft noise for &, 10, and 2 hours a day don’t qualify. Further, the funds can only
be speni in communities which Chicago identifies in a bogus computer map as suffering
significant noise injury. Here is a sample of the number of homes Chicago says should be
soundproofed tn several suburban communities that are impacted by noise from O Hare.

Nurnber of Homes Chicago Says Qualify for Soundproofing Assistance
Addison i Q Frankiin Park 10 Homes
Arlington Heights  § g Harweod Heights 0
Des Plaings 30 Homes ltasca 0
Elk Grove 10 Homes Park Ridge 0
Elmbiurst ; 0]

Bottom line. The $16 million in the Chicago proposal is “funny money” being used to
buy off suburban demands for real protection against O"Hare expansion.

Ef The trade is new runways, hundreds of thousands of new flights, more noise and air
pollution. We all know what's at stake. Mayor Daley and the airlines think they can buy
us off from demanding real legislative protection against further O’Hare expansion.
Waiting in the wings are more runways, relocated existing runways, and huadreds of
thousands of new flights over your homes. The result: more noise, more air pollution,
and even more adverse impact on your quality of life and property values.

WEAT'S THE ANSWER? Soundproofing funds -- without the red tape and hidden “gotcha”
restrictions — are clearly needed. But they are only part of the answer! The pzople actually impacted
by noise need a decision-making role on O'Hare expansion! After all, it is our comrmunities which
witl suffer the pain of such expansion.

Qur legisiative leaders have heard your message. Both Speaker Daniels and Senate President Philip
have promised elected leaders of noise impacted suburbs a decision-making role -- shared with
| Chicago and the State -- over further expansion at O'Hare. But comprehensive airport reform
| legisiation which would include such protection is languishing in both houses because Governor Edgar
‘ is not convinced that you waat or need such protection.

legisintion giving neoise battered suburbs 3 decision-making role over further expansion at

i Call Governor Edgar and ask him to support Speaker Daniels and Senate President Philip’s
|
} O’Hare.

Govemnov's Office
{217 TE2-6830

For more informaton, piease call the Suburman O Hare Commussien az 080 864-7101
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plicatons  Friday. Qctober 27, 1985

VIOLATIONS OF LAW AT O’HARE
AND LAWYERS' WORD GAMES —
¥OU DECIDE

PLAIM ENGLISH. Thers is a staie law on the bocks deaigned to groieet you, your families, the value of your hame, your quality of jife and
your communities. The law iy sirpic and written in ploin English.

The Nitnoia Agronauiies Act provides:

“[t shail be undawsfief for any municipality ov cther political subdivision ... t0 make guy.alicrghun - of an exisieng airpon
o for which a certificare of spproval has not bler isgized by e Deg [[inois Dep of Transpanauon].” 620
ILCS 3/47 {emphasis added)

MASSIVE ILLEGAL CONSTRUCTION AT O*HARE. Despite this clear statute prohibiting “any alleration™ of an airport without
applying for and receiving certificstes of approval from the State, the City of Chicago has failed for more than twenty years to apply for and
seceive cernificates of appreval for biliions of dollars af consiruciion at O Hare Airport. This illegal consiruction over the last wenty years has
ncluded runwoy exicasions (longer rnways), axjways, major bamd d e p per lerminals, a huge earpo conyples and dosens
of other related allerations of the airpart. 108 ot chat Chicago and the Sizie did noi know abaut the law. Lt has been on the books for aver 1illy
years and stale records show that Chicago applied for andt received cenilicates of approvel in 1945, 1948 and as late 25 1972.

ILLEGAL CONSTRUCTION CONTINUING RIGHT [NOW. This is no academic debate aver past construction. Chicago is
curreruly in the midst of speading billions more in a piecemeal capaciy expansion program designed 10 increass O Hare's capacity 1w handle
nassive increases in ight operations. Many of the major Componenss of this Capacily eapansion pragimin have already heen hudt or are unger
consrructian (€. kigh speed exits, hoid pads etc.). Yet none of this massive piecemeal construction —- slroady 3t ovar 14 aullion doliars with an
anncunced capital pregram of over 109 sullion dallars and hurdred of millions of mos: hidden from public view ~ bas rectived any cerfizie of
approval {rom the Siate. There have Been o public heatings and so public disclosure aad 0o debsis about sither the incremenial or cumutaive
impact of thesc capacity expansion mxasuies an the health, salety, quality of lie, and cvonvnic well bzing of vour comimunstics.

CHICAGCO AND STAYE WORD GAMES. The w1 aimple and writicn in plain English. Bt woe e day 1hat liw
English! City ane Siaie lawger -~ caugla wirh gver twamty yoars and birlions of Jollars ol ilicgal consiruction 2t O Hare Alspast — mave wong
10 Iwis the i meaning of the law. Lisionmg ta tharr spir, mght o day, dlack is white. the sun s ihe wooe, Hlisas naonh o Wisconon uut
21k is right with the worlid, Chicage — svpparted by the stau oilicials who kave aeglected 0 enluice the law — ngw say Hhat the penhibigon
2gaitst “any sitbration™ docsn't miean what it says. ta in esesoize of crective cheioric, they drgue thai the waeed “aay” doasn’l nscar “any™ — u
anly icans that “same” sieraniens 3re peatubacd without 4 s voniiesie. Ty seppert this apumant, (Bey i two St

L. The Stole and City's “Starhuck's Argument™. The Siate DOT and Chidcapo argue tha enfurcing rhe cicar fanguage s the e
statuie (o require 3pproval (e "any ™ sitercnon wanid roquire 3 2eruficale of opedaiien o buddd 4 “Starbuck s voifee concesven. They il
use thiz “straw man” (o suggest thar the wapracteslity of saiiing o st perikt for sinalber projects sonichaw Jestites no Liate crlilic
far sixty aiilion dotlar hold pads, rinway extengions_ and terminds costing hurdreds of mullions of defiars.

A0 N ot

pil=t

The simgic answer ko the “Simheck ' argument 13 0 examing te building codes of the Cily of Chicago and virually ajl si the
manicypabiics o the region. These codas iyprealiy requise a city building permit for any budding constmsion or alieeaner —
whatites i be reoduiiog & gampe. barldig 2 Slasbucic's. or Fadding Sear’s Yower. The fact that tha parge remasichng as 2 vnalice
project 1han Seart Tower doesn’l climnate e need For the parmit. The perwd: paperwark may vary depending o e u/e o e
prevenil, Gut the permit is sequired (or sach project —— big or fitie, Mo one is axcused. By the way, do you know of 2ny Siacbuck 5w
Chicago or anywhere clse — including O"Hare — that did nat get a building permit?

2. The State and Chicage's State Regulation Excuse, Chicago and State ofTictals cite a state regulanion adopied by the Departanens 31
ransportation which viaies thai “The phiase, “alieralion or calension”, shal) igludg™ conain alleravons. They then argie that ing o
“include” by implication means that the regulation “excludes™ any altertions ast mentioned.

o The Dictionary seys “any™ means “any™ or “ali” — naot some. Chicago and staie buresucrars are wrong under (he plan
meaning doctrine, The dtatute prohibils “gay” alteration of aa airport without a certificate of approval (rom the Sipe. The piam
meaning of “any™ is tha1 all alicrations of an airpan are subject 10 the requirement of 3 cenificale of approval. Wehsrer's Ve
Third ltenarional Dictionary defines “any™ to mean “EVERY — used as 2 function wond, especaally 10 indicaie that ang .«
selecied without resiriction or finutsion of choice.”

Burcaucrats Cannot [gnore the Plain Mesning of a Statute. ({linais faw i3 clzar that where, a3 bere, 3 siziviory term with 3
plain unambiggoas meaning such as ~any” is used, the state agency having the statutory duty o enlure the statuie doet nos hae
1he discretion o igrone the plain meanwg of the statne and (o adop! an admimstralive consrucnan of the 3ixwitory

tanguage that ignores the plain meaming of the siatuiory command. see, e.g. Gray Paniliers v Degastment of Insurairce. L0} i0
App 9T 443 M E. 20 615,817 {1t Disi. 1982) {~An interpretation placed spon a si2iute by a0 minumisimive offical
canant alter the plam language of the stale.” .. “An administrative olficial musi fallow the eapressed siziutory mandaic and
may ned pui into the si2mie 3 limitation which the jegislawre did not prescribe.”)

o "[aciude” does not mean “Exclude™. Further, the regulation (92 (i, Admin. Code §{4.640) itseil docs nur prrpar 13 Jeiine
ail the zitertions for which thg stantory sequareracnt of a centificate of approval is required. The regulanon saus ihar the
"phrase, "aHerstion of exlension’ shall inchele any of the follawing.” The sorm minclude” is defined by Webaicrs s mo ke .,
enfcld, or comprite a3 3 duscrete of subardinate pan or item of 3 farger cggregate, group.. ™ Clearly the vemizsnan ot e
alterarions listed in §14.640 33 being “wnclusled™ withan the al ian or ciensica for which 2 cornitienic of appeaval s requind
reans — by ihe very usa of 16e 1ot “inciude” — Lhat There ars olher alteritions or cxtensions Tor whick 3 ceruficaic of
approval is reguired, bul which are nui temtxd in §14.640,

YOU DECIDE. Your local goveraments kaow that ~3ny* meava “any™ 3nd that your rights under the siatute have been viotated 3t 07 Hare The
City Councils of Elmhura, Benaenville, and Wood Date voted unanitaously (¢ Gie 3 suit in Du Page County Circunrt Courl to siop -he comtming
viofalion at O Hare of the clear matwiery probibinoa. On October 10, 1595 the Du Page County Board — by 3 voig af 22-1 — wnted "o jown =e
lawsuit 10 enforee siawe law,

Don't let lawyers and bureaucrts sirtp away your proleciion with weasel words and semaniic games. |F you shink the staiute mcang what 1t vays
when it prohibits "any alieration” wathout stae appraval. call or writs the Governor OF your $t3le representative. If vou think :hat ihese word
games sre nat an excuse for the Siate io look the other way while billions in cxpansion construciion has been — and contues 1o b — Ml 2t
O Hare witaout stale ¢artificates and without public hearings, fet your state olficials know your opinian. And contact us.

SUBLURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION
17 Eant Green Street, Bensenville, Hlinois 60186
(708) 8au-7101




Those % &#*@ (O’Hare Suburbs! They’re so strident!

Stridend? Consider the Facts:

Chicaga — while sare law enforcement officials lock the other way — is currensly engsged in hundreds of rmillions of dolars of ilega! pizcemes! coasyyction
at O"Hare designed to accommodate a massive growth in flights. Despite 2 plain and clesr state law prohibiting “auy * aleerarion of an airport without stawe
permits apd public hearings, this massive Construction progiam — publicly admined to exceed $700 million dollars and itkely to exceed niilions -— 15 going
foraard without any stats permits and ne public hearings.

Why da Chicage, the aiciioes, and the downtawi business tyges wrant massiee expangion 1t O’ Hace -~ while appasing construction ol an
environmenially baffer= new scath seburban airpoct to bandle the trafllc growth? Shagle:

Slonopoly profits fram Factress ('Have. Becquse of their lock an O Hare, Unived 2nd american are able to charge Chicago ared business trav:iers monopaly
prices far highes tan travelers from cities with open competition. The state estimates this aienopoly penalty 1o Chicago tusiness mavelers at cver 3250,000.000
per year. No wondsr United and Araericen want id sxpand O' Hare, kenp s0d expand their monopoly profits, and defest the third airpos.

Patronnge contol. 0 Hure 15 due lax grest beston of the Chicago paroange maching. Thoutands of jobs and biltions in consuuction conrzes are il under
the control of the Chicage potitical meshing. And we re not jus wmiking herd hex jobs. Think pirstripe patanags for bond houses and big dowrowa taw finms.
ARy new rezional aicport ard any tew APt anbority threatens CThiicage’s hammeiock o0 this political cash and jobs oow.

Biy b biinders. The big busi "club™ dowmewn congists of y series of interiocring relamionships and shared divectarahips on the major airdires,
major newspepers, and other downown corporete btz and clubs, Though their Samhaldas and employens lose from Foruess O'Hae's manopoly, these
“visionaries” are willing 1o et the regions economy lose hundreds of duuzamds of jobs apd biitfons in benefiis caused by lack of & n2w airport — while
creating increased noise, air potlution and safely concerns for O Hame communities. Why -t prowect their business buddies’ monopoly and the pinstripe
pawenage of Fortress Q' Hars,

Who Suffers From These Political Games? You Do!

Triple paraliel sicplane saperhighway. A new runway at 0" Hare will be used 10 create a “lriple parallel™ runway configuration a1 O*Hare — an airpiane
“superhighway™. Even without any expanded traffic (which we know is planned) the new “triple panalfel” configuration will b by Ffar the most heavily
used configuration at O'Hare — resulting in a massive rerouting of existing traffic (and azoviated resuftant noise, air poflution and safety risks) over the
communities impacied by those paraibet nmways. €nd result for Your commwaities — more noiss, more air poliution, increased safery concerns, reduction in
your property values, and a severe reduction in the quality of life in your commaunity.

End result for the vegion — massive job ioss. Even stuffing O Hare with seveni hundizd thousend additional flights - with catastrophic impact on your
communities — will not mest the tegion’s air wansponation needs. Because of Chicago and the aidines’ Fortress O'Hiwe strategy ~- and the refated failure o
build a new regional airport — the region will lose hundreds of thousands of jobs and billions in annual economic beaetits. Whe suifers ihe job 1oss for failure
10 fhisk regionzlly ~ the south subues and south Chicago which desprrately oeed the seonotic stimulus of the south suburhan aspor.

Whe's Fiddling While The Region Berns?

A Chicage mayor who is willing 20 let the region suffer the loss of hundreds of thoustnds of jobs und biilions in annuai benefits just ta maintain Chicago's
politieal control sver the patrosage and povk of commercial dirpons. A Chicago mayor who s engaged in 2 massive sxpansion of O Hare wiile irying to buy
off the impacted suburbs with doliars tit are 100 Htle and w0 fate 1 address the karm zavsed by O'Hare and that do virnaally noding o actuuily reduce she
noise ang air palluion. A Chicago mayor whi condtanly vaciliates «— extending an olive branch with one band only 1o pull it back and hit the suburbs with a
hammer when his zirline and big tusintss buddies whisper inhis ear.

Mo new runway pledge. We have a governor who campaigned on a firm pledge dut therg should b no new rurways at O'Hare. Now — after talking with big
business contrititors downtown —- statz officiais say they want a new rupway, if Uy can get suburban “consensus”. And stie officialy finally admit what we

alweys knew — the tunway is aot for delays (delays @ O Hare are doun 695 aver tie last sevan years), ty tunway is 1o accommodate increased maflic over
your homies.

“Ten years of pager shuffling. W have a staie adminisaasion which for the past ven years has shuffled paper “planning™ for & new regional airport. In 2 sute
where we can pour billions, into fast rack coustruction of basebali stadiume, massive expansion of MeCormtick Plave, rebuiilding the Kennedy Expressway —
we haven't turned a spade of dirt after ten years of “planzing™. Get the feziing thet the stur really doesn’e want a third airpont aad is going through the
motons?

The Key s O’Hare Expansion.

If Chicago and the sirlines are allowad to continue their piecemexl expansion at O Hare, there will bz no thisd airpory, period. Let's be honest ~— a decision to
expana O°FHore means no third airport for the south suburbs, massive soonomic and job lasses 1 e region and a major loss in quality of life, nose. air
potiution, and residential property valusz in our O Hare comatsnities.

Strident NO — Angry over Inck of proteciion? .~ You bet. If yon're »ugr? o0, cali your stale officials snd comtot ue.

SUBURBAN Q*HARE COMMISSION
117 East Green Street, Brzoseavilie, Hlinols 65106
708) 8&0-7161
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NO MORE RUNWAYS!

In an historic vote on March 19th, over 82% of the voters in nine Suburban
O'Hare Commission comununites — including Bensenwville, Elmhurst, Itasca, and
Wood Dale — told their legislative leaders in loud and clear terms “NO MORE
RUNWAYS” at O'Hare. Moreover, even more voters (who live in unincorporated
portdcns of DuPage County) were angry and upset that they didnt have a chance to
vote NO against new runways.

You'd think with 82% of the voters demanding legisiative protection banning
new runways at O'Hare that we'd get quick legislative action to ban new O'Hare
rurways. But already the “spin experts” at the adrlives, Chicago, and the Downtown
Business Establiskment are crying that your historic vote doesn’t mean what you
said. They say that your vote was “biased.” {Chicago Tribune March 1, 1995)

Huhk? What's “biased” about the truth! What's “biased” about the undendable
facts that pew runways at O'Hare will bring more air traffic over our homes, more
nojse, more air pollution, more safety concerns and decreased property values for cur
horres?

Whatever “spin” the airline PR jockeys try to sell, the inescapable fact is that
over 82% of ithe voters who voted in the March 19th election voted NO ~ NO

MORE RUNWAYS! And we cannot wait any longer for a clear legislative ban on
new O'Hare runways.

So here’s what we need to do. From now until the Legislature passes a runway
ban, we all need to constantly remind our legislative leaders of our 82% vote against
new runways. Rheforic against runways is no longer enough. We need action.

SUBURBAN O'HARE COMMISSION
O’HARE CITIZENS COALITION
117 Bast Green Street, Bensenville, Nllinocis 60106

708-860-7101

If you or your commaunity orgamsization can help in the fight
against new ranways or want more information — cail vs, We need
all the help we can ges.




TSRS 50C CANDIDATES FORUM

1998 Election For Governor and United States Senator

NO NEW RUNWAYS

WHEN: SUNDAY FEBRUARY 8, 1998 AT 2 PM

WHERE: Maine Township East High Schoot at
2601 W. Dempster in Park Ridge, INinvis

i WHO: Republican #nd Democratic Candidates for Governor and
U. S. Senate

TOPIC:  O’Hare expansion {including no new runways); noise and toxic
air pollution; and the construction of a new south suburban
regional airport to serve in partnership with O'Hare and Midway.
If you don’t want new runways and hundreds of thousands of new
flights at O'Hare, you need to be at the SOC Carndidates Forum.,

Queestions? Call the Suburban O’Hare Commission 630-860-7101

Addison » Bensenville « Des Ploines » Du Page County « Elk Grove » Elk Urove Township
Ebmburst « Harwood Heights « Yasca » Lisle » Park Ridge » Roselic » Schiller Park = YWood Dale

SUBURBAN O’HARE COMMISSION

{17 Eest Green Street, Bensenville, Ilinois 60106

Pald for by (lie Suburban &'l lare Coinmision.
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Out-of-5tate Republicans Prapose Vast (Hare
Flight Expanslen. republicas leadors in Congress -
Represenwadve Schuster (F-Pa.2 in the House and Senator Joha

McCain (R-Az.jin the Senaie -« af¢ sponsaring iggisianon that
vl ailow a vast increase i hights 20 G Hare,

O'Hare — An Accident Waltling te Happen.
The Subusban O'Hure O igsion has dog how
these flight ey proposals will have de 5
impacts an safety, AGize, toxic wir pollunan. paswenger deisys.
and expansion of high monopoly pneing  Just recenty 3
senior American Airires pilot with over 30 years of O"Hare
expericnce wrots Uovernor Ryes:

L have seen the volyme of iraffic at Q" Hape pick
up and exceed anyone's ¢Lpectatiuns. 3o much so.
that on occasion mid-mrs were only seconds
apart, G"Hare is atmaximum capacuty. if nut over
capacity, It is my opinion that it o only & master
of time unti! two airfiners collide making disas-
irous headlines.”

The only way to squesze these additional thghis smo O'Hare
15 by jamming the aircraft closer and closer together — espe-
cially in bad weather, low-wisibility conditions. (Y Hare 15 an
accident waiting to happen.

One baa Standing For Principle — Henvy
Hyde. Siandiag against 0 army Of ariine lobbyists and
gushers of corporaie political cash pushing for O'Hare flight
erpansten has beea one magt of principle — Henry Hyde,

Vit inow why cerain Democats are for ight exgaesien 3t
O'Hare. Mayor Dafes wamss dramaie light espanson. The
atiines have been major fintncial cortnbutors 14 the
Fres:dent. Finaily, thers is sbvicus animus against Mr. Hyde
for is principled stanee that lyinig under oaih 1s g sertous
offense 10 the ruie of law. Defeating Mr. Hyde on the

O Haze flight expansion isslic — 2ven ai the cust of hasming
Lundreds of thousands of ' Hare area residenrs — may
appeat to some as “payback” from sowe Democss,

But we are concemied about ihe Republicans in [llinois —
not the Democrats.

A Plea For Leadershig and Action by Iilinois
Republiczas. Represepative Schuster and Scoator
McCain do nat live in {llinois. But ihey shouid know (espe-
cially Senator McCain who will be seeking support in Iinsis
for his presidential paign) that Republicans 1n {ikinois
have consistently asked for and received voter majonties in
aur contmunities — from Republican, Demuocratie and
Independent vorers «~— 00 11 fepeated promse that INineis
Republican leaders would stop O Hare expansion and build a
new airport.

We respectiubly ask our Hlinois Republican leaders 1o stand
with Henry Hyde in his fight (o defeat these flight evpansion
proposals. We respectfully ask these teaders 1o results that
match whe rheteric. — the O Hare flight cxpansicn pr - osols
must be defeaed. We have federal and state Repubiican offi.
cials with enormous powsr who individually and collectiveny
should help Henry Hyde win this fight:

1. Governor Byan (124142121
Govemor, you vigorousiy campaigned promusing 19 siop
further sxpansion of O'Hare and 16 build a dew zifport.
We respectfully ask you to stand with Henry Hyde and o
persuade Speaker Hastent and the rest of the Niinots
Congressional delegatien to fight against the Schuster ang
MeCain Right sxpansion proposals and any other so-
cafied “compromizes’ which add more thghu to O Hare.

THE FIGHT OVER INCREASED FLIGHTS AT O’HARE
A CALL FOR REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

We know that as Governor you have erormous influence
with the {llincss Congressional deiegation. and we ask you
to make defeal of the O'Hare expansisn proposals in
Cengrass a top priofity.

2. Speaker Hastert 1630-406-1140)
Speaker Hasrert we ask yon 10 stand by Henry Hyde and
defeat the O'Hare fight expansion pmposals. Neighbors
need o help neighbors, We 25k thae you use your leader-
ship position — just a5 Speaker Giagrich did fasy sear —
i help your friend and collcague Henry Hyde defeat the
O Hare flight expansion proposals.

3. Senator Pate Philip (630.241-8093)
Pase, like Henry Hyde, you have been with us all the way
Now we are asking you 10 use your great prestige and
credibility with the Govemor. Speaker Hastert. and the
Ningts Republican Congressional deles: ta help
Henry Hyde and defaat the O'Hare flight expansion pro-
posals. Pate, you won the Lake Calumet fight agatast
those who said you could never win, We need you
there leading the charge ro win ths tight tor Henry Hyde
and our communities.

4, Minority Leader Daniels 1630-530-2700
Cee, like Pate you have whiten feters i support of Henry
Hyde and cur communitics i s Hert But we are ash-
sng you for extraordinary effort 10 use wour Qradi prasiege
arid credibility with the Governor, Spraker Hasterr. and
tie fllinois Republican Congressional delegation 1o help
Henry Hyde and defeat it O Hare fTight expanssan pro-
posals.

5. Senator Fitzgerald 1312.845-3506)
As a stale senator and as candidare tor Liied States
Senate. you campaigned 35 a vocal opponent of 0" Haie
expansicn and an advocate of 4 new meport,

Wée cannot imagine how increased thghts can b jammed nto
' Hare by Republican teadership in Congress il you line
$linois Repubiteans stand together with Congressman Hyde
O prOet our comumbinities. Ve cannot smagine how
Congressman Schuster and Senator MoCun <an torse adda-
tional Rlights inie O Hare in the face of your unificd aggres-
sive leadership against flight expansion propossls at ' Hare

And To Henry Hyde we say: God Bless You.
Hang Tough Henry! No more {lights! We
would rather you continue to stand lor princi-
ple than accept a so-calied “eosnpromise’” that
harms our commusnities.

Joha Geils Ron Wistecha
President of Bensenviile  Mayor of Park Ridpe
Tom Marcucei Craig Johsson
Mayer of Elmhurse President of Eik Grove M illage
Gigi Gruber Gayle Seolirski
Presidant of Itasca Mayar of Roseile
Paul Jung Ron Ghilardi

Mayor of Des Plaines Mayor of Liske

Ken Johnson Larry Hartwig
Mayor of Wood Dale Mayor of Addison
Bob Schillerstrom

Chairmsn of

DuPege County Board

SUBURBAN G'HARE COMMISSION

U7 Fagr Geeen Strect, Benseavilie, Hlinvis AEDG « AIONA0-TIOL

A juint anid cosperative cifirt w sepresent the interests of cinzens uffected by O Hure Intermunnnal Asepors



Over 50,000 O’Hare Voters thank Governor wioweams
Edgar for kzeping his word.

In a world where politicians often forger their promises as soon as the
campaighn is over, it's refreshing to have 2 Governor who has kept his
word. Think back six years ago:

“EDGAR VOWS TO STOP NEW RUNWAYS”

Clougs TeDan, Ciaber 1, 1999

“EDGAR VOWS TQ BLOCK ADDITIONAL
RUNWAYS FOR O'HARE EXPANSION”

Dinliy Soomid, G !, 1990

“The residens of this community [Beasenville] and others near
Q'Hare have had it with noise and 2ir polludon. Egough is enugh,”
“M%vmimnmmﬁmmofmyaﬁiumw

Tiow B fa onsrivdle, Togenitur 10, 1959

Fast forward six years. On November 5, 1996, an overwhelming
majority of gver 30,000 registered voters in our communities around
O’ Hare said NO means NG! — NO MORE RUNWAYS!

Over 76% of those voting toid Governor Edgar and the General Assembly
that we have had it with the exrszmg intolerable levels of noise, air
poilution, and safety concerns at O"Hare. In Governor Edgar’s own

words: “Engugh is enough™.

We know the (Governor has been under encrmous political pressurs from
United and American and their political fiends o break his promise to

voiers aad familics of cur commugities —- and to 3.1013-' new ronways at
Q'Hare.

To Governor Edgar we say thank you, Thank you for keeping your
word. We trusted you when you promised to block new runways and
you are keeping yvour promise.

Addisgh ¢ Mﬁdwew ks » De Page Connty » EIK Giowe » Elnhdrr
Harwood Hogits ¢ fascs » Mides » Pk Ridge o Schilker Park » Woud Dals

SUBURBAN O’HARE COMMISSION

117 Zast Green Sireer, Bensenville, Hlinocis 60106 » 630/860.7101
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BREINT M. CHRISTEHEEN

April 26, 1999

Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission

R XS

i 999 E Street, NW
o Washingion, DC 20463
o
| ?{’ Re:  Express Advocacy
w To whom it may concern:
| @ I enclose a copy of a full-page advertisement that appeared in ihree Chicago-area newspapers
= on or about April 23, 1999. &t would appear that the ad was sponsored by something called the
A Suburban O’Hare Commission. What I find probiematic, however, is that the ad seems to contain

express advocacy for the re-election of Henry Hyde without any required disclaimer.

Although the issue of magic words is debatable, if the reasonable person test is applied, it
would appear that this ad advocates the re-election of Mr. Hyde. Moreover, a reasonable person
might construe the ad to contain advocscy against Sepator John McCain with respect to his
Presidential bid.

Based on the foregoing, 1 wish to lodge a formal complaint and ask the FEC to investigate
the nexus between the funding for this ad and My, Hyde’s siection commities.

Singerely,

I

Brent M. Christensen

BRMC/eld
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Qut-af-State Republicans Propose Vast ("Hsre
Flight Expassion. Repoblioss Jeodt in Congrees —

Represereacive ooy (PR i thae Hovaze azvdd Seuwisr Joho
d egilition that

McCain (R-AL) i e Senate — ane spontoringy
will sligw o VBR incyesss i Sights st O'Fare.
O'Hnre — AR Accident Waiting to Happen.
m“‘*‘(&'ﬂmc iagines bas & od bow
thest Qlight exp propazals will have d
bovpacts om safeny, mﬂt.mwpolm:h.w&hyl.
usdh expussion of high monepoly priciag. Just ety 3
senioe Amcricen Ailines piis with aver 30 years of O"Hare
experience wrost Crvemea Eyan:

] heve secn the velute of maffic ;O Hare pick
wmmm'smnm».
thal P& preasion mig-sins were only scomds
spert. O'Have i 25 maximuzm capecity, if pot ever
capucity. It is my opizion it i if aoly § maner
of tiear wewil Two sictiners collide making dists-
#eres hawlliseer.™
The caly way W squeeze these eddisional flights into O'Here
is by jumming the zsircraft closer and closer togethet — espe
cially in had weather, low.vigibility conditions. O Hare is an
accident waiting 1o hapoen. '

Qne Man Standing For Principle — Henry
Hyde. Suading agsins u army of niding lobbyitts 28d
gusbers of corporate politicsl cash pushing for O Hare flight
expansion hat doea nee man of pinciple — Heary Hyde.

We kmow wivy cerain Democrats are for flight sxpanion 2t

O'Have. Mayer Daley wants dromais Qight cxpansion. . The
muwmmwmmm .ﬂ&:“"’ .
Presidess. Fially, Munﬁmﬂamww:ﬁk
ﬂxhﬂ;umedm:hﬂiymgmdmrmhu}

offron 10 the s of ow. mmursgwn,m*

O’ Hico Hight cpesion i —- ot & s 6650 64 bagming
Wd#mn&db%mnm«-my

FPREA i S0TES 58 Py !mmmf‘
But we are d sbowgt the Republi iu!!h‘mi:-—
1ol the Demaczats,

A Piea For Leadership 2nd Action by Hiceis
Republicans, Reposentive Schuster and Sensice
MeCain go not five in [Hinoit. Bot they shoukd know {ope-
muymmmwm be sexking meppodt in Minois

for hig presid ) that Republi in livey
mvemmm!y utuedmm:mmwm;mw E
s et - 0GR Rapubls 5 ad

Independent vois wnmmﬁmzw Piposs
Reprablican dusders wiekd mp GHare sspansion sod bald &
AW gerpot.

We puspecyibviiy ask oy Winads Republicsa ieaders w wand
with Meney Fyie in b Sphd to defen? theys Might espemsion
rugrmale. e vospaaivily s trase eibers for veawks tiat
mkch the ditvnr ~ e £ Hare Tight suponsion prposal
ate e aefented. We have fedarnt and stere Republison offi-
s wiiths power wha igdividunily acd colitctively
sheadd baip Heawy Hyde wiz iy fightt
L Governor Ryar (124212
Conemnar, yon vigcatusly camprigned promisicg © $10p
funher expansion of O sy snd 0 build o new awpen.
We respectilly ask you 1o seand with Henry Hyde sad to
periuade Spesker Hasior and the rest of the N
Congresssanal delegatan o fight agewmss the Schypier and
AieCam flght expansion propesats and eny oiher so-
calicd “Compromises” which add moce Maghts 1o O Hare

Lion.

oy asruzy o Dy Hertld

THE FIGHT OVER INCREASED FLIGHTS AT O’HARE
A CALL FOR REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP

We krgw that a3 Governot you have enommous influence
with the [ifinois Congressiont] delegation, and we a5k you
o itake defeat of e O'Here eupepsion propusals i
Cangreas » Wp priovity.

1. Speaker Haster? (52040610148
Haztert we et you to siznd by Heory Hydz and
defent taz O Hare flight sapanzson proposals. Meaighon
aced to help mmm We a3k i you use your lesder-

ship position — jueit 45 Spraler Gingrich did las year —
0 help your friend ond ce!lﬁgmﬂm Hyde defent dhe
OV Nighs cxpansion proposals,

3, Sexater Pate Philly {630-343-2094)
Pate, like Heary Hyde, you bave been wiih us 3ll the way.
Now we 110 asiing you 10 I8 your greas prestge and
ceedibitity with the Governar, Speaker Magier. and the
iitinois Republicas Congrestionst delegstion i help
Heary Hyde soi defeas the O Huere fligh expamon pro-
ponsiy, Pete, you wos the Lale Cabhuvict fight agamn
thore who said you conid aewer win. W noed you 1n
vesng Refing tha chnae 40 win duis SR for Hewry Hyde
2 cuy commmnities,

4. Minority Leader Dandels (s30-530-2760)
Lee, Lice Pate you have writicn letiers in support of Henry
Hide and our comamunities in this fight. But we are ask-
ing you for vatreasdingry < fon w use your goeat premige
st q-edxblhq wn.'a the Gc'mrm Speaker Hasten, and
che Hiinois R ! deb o help
Henry Hyde 20 gefeat ﬁm O'Hare flight cxmm fro-
promals.

_ 5. Senztor Fitzgerald (312-886-35688)

AS 3 Rase senator sy 23 candidate for United States

Senste, you campoigosd 57 ovoest opronent of O'Hare *8

expaiizicn aad m edvoras of o ew cipon.
%mmmmmmmhmm o
O‘Huswmwmmhp i Congrexs if yny fing
Miteris Republicnes wend togsther with Emgymm Hydz
10 protest our consmities. We cannot imagine bow
Congrezaam Schriser and Senater MoCein can force mddi-
tisnal flighes into O'Hare in e fece of your unified sggres-
sive leadership sgainet fight expansion propossls at O Hare.
And To Henry Hyde we say: God Bless You,
Hzpg Tough Heory! No more flights! We
would rather you continue to stand for princi-
pie than aceept a so-called “comproemise™ that
harms our enmmantties,

dsier Gail Reiz Wistacha

Prusidost of Rensenvilie  Mayor of Park Ridge
Toes Blareuce} Craiy Sabsisa
Puyor of Elrshurnt Prosldens of ik Grove Viliage
Gigl Graber Goyle Smotissk)
President af leawen Tayor of Rascbe
Poul Jugg Rog Gbkerdi
Msyar of Doy Plsines Mazer of Lists
Ken Jabnaon Earvy Haeowig
Mayor of Waod Erale Murer of Addison
Beb Schitlersiram
Cheirmen of

DuPsge County Board

SUBURBAN O°HARE COMMISSION

187 East Grean Swens, Beacensille. Hinos 40106 « 630:240- 7101

E st tnd Comyperaing 200t sepertent the ompnaits OF sihzens affected by O Hove Inrernotonal Aupoet

Fid

MY e
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL
MUR %2946
NAME OF COUNSEL,__ Joseph V. Karaganis
B Karaganis & White
e Qrieans.
g Chicage, it

P 3 312-836-9023

r== The above-named individual ia hwwy dexignated as my counsel
el and is suthorized {o receive any notifieatisns and other communications
i mmﬂ@mmisdnnandmuctmmym!?hmmacmmm

Sty gﬁf/
Uate 8i

RESPONDENT'S MAME: John C. Geils

MIRESS: Village of Bensenyille

o0 West Irving Park Hoad

Bensenviilie, 1L 60106

TELEPHONE: HOME( ,
pusiNeESs(_ 630 y  766-8200

- EXHIBIT 8
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL.

MUR_ Y294 | |
NAME OF COUNSEL: J asey L /‘9’//’/ G ALAS

Aapssnd r F L
1Y 4 Oplesvs  L-570

@[45@!4-{%/’ &Y/ Lol /Y

FiRM:

ADDRESS:

recepHoNe: S ) F36 177
fax3/2) L3 Fok3

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel
and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission and to act on my behaif before the Commission.

»‘%@Zﬁ_ﬁ_ Wma/ 4/ A/M

Date Signature

i W wielech

RESPONDENT'S NAME:
ADDRESS: Sos  Bullen PM@

PhSK Aidre Sypio butd
TELEPHONE: HOME!

susiNgss(SY7 ) 3/ 5 300
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR Y896

MAME OF COUNSEL:
Karaganis & White

Joseph V. Karaganis

FiIRM:

ADDRESS: Suite 810
414 N.

Otleans
Chicago, L
£50643

TELEPHONE:( }
FAX:( }

312-836-1177 x140

312-836-9083

The abovs-narned indivigu ,} is heraby designated as my counsel
and is authorized 1o receive @ f atigns and other communications
from ths Commission and {0/ ati/on gy holis

¥ histore the Commission.

‘ 'v:"'

I Vi, i
J? _. ‘ ‘,‘ ‘ f

Dat i /(4/_5?3%@ diure

RESPONDENT'S Namg;  Clavdia "Gigl" Gruber

ADORESS: Villace of Itasca

100 North Walnut Street

Itasca, IL 60143

TELEPHONE: HOME(_

BUSINESS( 630 j__ 773-083%
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STATEMENT OF DESICNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR_ 4896

NAME OF COUNSEL;  Joesph Karaganis

FIRM: Karaganis & White Ltd,

ADDRESS: 414 North Orleans Street Suite 810

Chicago, Illinods 60RO

TELEPHONE:( 712 § 836-1177
FAX:( 312 ) 8369083

Tha above-named individuel is hereby designated as my counsel
and is authorized to receive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission and to got on my behalf bafore the Commissicen.

\C2759 (\/3; Y

ate ) I / Signeture

RESPONDENTS NALE: Craig B. Johnson

Village of Elk Grove Village
ADDRESS: 20} Wellingteon Avenue

Elk Grove Village, IL 60007

TELEPHONE: HOME! 3

BUSINESS{ 847 }__357-4030

C ,- :r./ ' &



STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR_ 4296
NAME OF counseL:  J0E  KHRAGANIS

FIRM: Karaganis & White Lid.

ADDRESS: 414 N. Orleans Street, Suite 810

Chicage, IL 60610

TELEPHONE:(312 ) _836-1177 x]40
EAX:( 312 y 836-9083

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel
and ls suthorized o roceive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Cormimission.

___.".?_:S;_____ ‘3 (? é’?ﬂ@,ﬂ‘/{* a . A}M{_ﬂ‘_ 41&/

Date v Signatura

RESPONDENT'S NAME: G AYLE  SHOLINSK]

ADDRESS: 31 S PRosPect

RoSelle . 1L p0i1L

TELEPHONE: HOME{__

BUSINESS{ £30 ) q&d ~A007




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR_ Y896

NAME OF COUNSEL: Joseph V. Karaganis
Karaganis & White Ltd.

FIRM:

414 N. Orleans Street, Suite 810
ADDRESS:

Chicago, iIL 60610

TELEPHORNE:{312 } 836-1177 x140

FAN:(312 ) 836-9083

The abeve-namad individual is haraby dasignated as my counsel
and is authorized (o receive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission.

%?%glﬁliﬁﬁﬁ z’”“7élilﬂhékﬁﬁgf///

Sig re

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Bl W, «}iﬂ%

avoress:___“] Smone, de.
Doy Plames, Tl 6o0IL

TELEPHONE: HOME(
susiness 541y 391 - $306)




JIAN-GA-1999 12014 Jillage of Lisle : 638 271l 4132 P.O3/03

STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR__4836

NAME OF COUNSEL: JOSEPH V. RARAGANIS
KARAGANIS & WHITE

FIRM:

ADDRESS: 414 WORTH ORLEANS. SOTTE _B1O
CAICAGO, IL 60610

TELEFHONE:{ 312 ) 8361177 % 140

AN 312 4 8163083

The above-named individual is hereby deslgnated as my counsel
and is authorized {o recelve any notifications and other communications
fram the Commission and to act on my behaif before the Commission.

é’/a;;/fﬁ 18 "

Date - Signature

RESPOMNDENT S NAME: _ ROWALD S.GHILARDY

C/0 ROBERT T.C. FAY
PEREGRINE. STIMP, WEWMAM, RITZMAN, & BRUCKNER, LID.

ADDRESS:
221 E. TLLINOIS $TREET, P.0. BOX 564
WHEATOR, IL 60189-0564
TELEPHONE: HOME( )

BUSINESS( 630} gs5-19nn

TOTAL P.ES
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

MUR $R96
‘ NAME OF COUNSEL: Joseph V. Karaganis
Eiaa: Karaganis & White Ltd.

boas
ADDRESS: 414 N. Orleans Street, Suite 810

= Chicago, IL 60610

TELEPHONE: (312 ) 536-1177

FAM:{(312 5. 836-3083

The above-named indivicdual is heraby designated as my counzel
and le puthorized o recslve any notifications mm m‘ther commiunications
from the Commission and to act on et mission.

6/9/99
Date

RESPONDENT'S NAME: _ Kepneth P Iahaas e tduatinand
- as Mayor of Lhe Git:y caf 'wood Dale

&BDRESS: tfﬂl} N, Wood Dale RA.

Wood Dale, TL 60191

TELEPHONE: HOME( ,

BUSINESS{ 630 1  766-4900

TOTAL P82
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G STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF
COUNSEL

muR Y8946

NAME OF COUNSEL.
Karaganis & White Lid,

Joseph V. Karaganis

FiRM:

ADDRESS: 414 H. Orleans Street, Suite 810

Chicago, IL 60610

Ercy
(23
Y
[

TELEPHOWE:( S17 y 836-1177 x140

FM:(EZE Y 836-9083

ey

= The above-named individual is hereby designated as my counsel
and is authorized o receive any notifications and other communications
from the Commission and to act on nyy behatf bafors the Commisaton.

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Z OREN 2~ }%4/ TS

ADDRESS: =5 ﬁjfj af/ Y/ JRI<K _
ADDIsonl TL Epr0/

TELEPHONE: HOME(

suswess(L30) Ll - L2/0




STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF

COUNSEL
MuR Y296
NAME OF CouNsEy: Joseph V. Karaganis
FIgths: Karaganis & White
ADDRESS: Suite 840
414 N,
Qrieans
Chieage, IL
506845~
TELEPWMONE:{ 3 312-838-1177 2140
FAA y 312-838.8083
The above-namsed indivigiGasl 16 heraly dasigneted 2 my counsel
and is suthorizad & recsive sfipa ﬁ@ﬁi@m and other communications
the Comveizzion sne i g Batull before me Comrrdsaiam,
a4
% d /ﬁ &y . 4‘ ,’ y )

RNt 5 Cebifrecsh
RESPONDENT'S Name:_ /7 SR '/[‘ﬂf’S (4

ADDRESS: &{é‘g g' wﬁfé!h:ﬁ Fon %:'
pavervilte, Fo U Gos¥o

TELEPHOME: HOME(

BUSINESS({ Qé@ ég" } 7‘%

Ayl R TN



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999
Mr. Brent M. Christensen, Esq.
Two Mid America Plaza
3 Suite 800
Oakbrook, I1. 60181
RE: MUR 4896

Diear Mr. Chrisiensen:

This letter acknowledges receipt on May 13, 1999, of your complaint alieging possible
violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. The respondeni(s) will be
notified of this complaint within five business days.

You will be notified as scon as the Federal Election Commission takes final action on your
complaint. Should you receive any additional information in this matter, please forward it to the
Office of the General Counsel. Such inforration must be notarized and sworn io in the same
manner as the original coraplaint. We have numbered this matter MUR 4896. Please refer to this
number in all future communications. For your information, we have attached a bnef description of
the Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

........

F. Andrew Tutley
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20482

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Larry Hartwig
Village of Addison

131 W. Lake Street

Addison, IL 60101-2786

RE: MUR 48%6

Dear Mayor Hartwig:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of
Addison and vou may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as smended ("the
Act™). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this maiter MUR 48%0. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the Village of Addison and you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
10 the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available

information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g{a){12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matier to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
informaticn, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Turiy
Supervisory Attormey
Central Exforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION CCMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

Mr, Robert Schillerstvom, Chairman
DuPage County Board

421 Morth County Farm Road
Wheaton, 1L 60187

RE: MUR 4396

Dear Mr, Schillerstrom:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the DuPage
County Board and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbersd this matter MUR 4896.

Please refer to this number in all future correspondence,

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the DuPage County Board and you in this matter. Pleass submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matier. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitied within 15 days of receipt of this letter, 1fno
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may {ake further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437¢(aj(12){A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matier to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smaith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Tuley
Supervisory Attorney
Centval Enfoccement Docket

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

* May 20, 1999

The Honcrable Robert Wietecha
City of Park Ridgs

505 Butler Place

Park Ridge, I1. 60068-4173

RE: MUK 4896

Dear Mayor Wietecha:

The Federal Election Commigsion received a complaint which indicates that the City of Park .
Ridge and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4896, Please refer

to this numbser in all future comespondence.

Under the Act, you have the opporiunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the City of Park Ridge and you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available

information.

This matter will remain confidential it accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4XB) and
§ 437p{a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matier 1o be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counse!, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the

Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Comumission's procedures for handling

complaints.
Sincerely,
£ Supervisory Attorney
i Central Enforcement Docket
- Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

]
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Gigi Gruber
Village Itasca

100 M. Walnut Sireet
Itasca, IL 60147-1795

RE: MiiR 4886
Dear President Gruber:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of
Itasca and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™. A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4896. Please refer
to this pumber in 2l future corespondence.

Under the Act, you have the opporiunity o demonstrate in writing that o action should be
taken against the Village of Itasca and you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission’s anafysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitied within 15 days of receipt of this leiter. [fno
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.8.C. § 437g(a){4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matier to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matier, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Alvs E, Bmith at {202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Enclosures
i, Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Tugley
Supervisory Atiorney
{entral Enforcement Docket
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Gayle Smolinski
Village of Roselle

31 S. Prospect

Roselie, IL 60172

RE: MUR4836

Dear Mayor Smolinski:

The Federai Election Cominission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of
Roselle and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended {("the
Act™), A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUK 4896. Please refer
to this pumber in al] future conwspondence,

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demoustrate in writing that no action shouid be
taken sgainst the Village of Roselie and you in this matier. Please submit any factual or legal
materiais which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matier. Where
appropriate, statements shouid be submiited under cath. Your vesponse, which should be addressed
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this leiter. Ifno
response is received within 13 days, the Coramission may take further action based on the availzble
information.

This matter wiil remain confideniial in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g{a}(4)}(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12){A) uniess you notify the Comumission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling
cempiainis.

Sincerely,

Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washingion, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Craig Johnson
Village of Eik Grove

901 Weilington Avenue

Elk Grove, IL 60067

el TR TS
[T L”ﬂ" "‘:;}5 ﬂz'm o

RE: MUFR. 48%6

Dear President Johnson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of
Elk Grove and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. ‘We have numbered this matter MUR 4896. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.
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Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken sgainst the Village of Elk Grove and you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath, Your respense, which should be addressed
: to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. I no
response is received within §5 days, the Coramission may take further action based on the available
information.

This maiter will resnain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)}(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a) 12)}{A) uniess you notify the Comrnission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
compieting the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such couasel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enciosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints,

Sincerely,

Supervisory Attomiey
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Kenneth Johnson
City of Wood Dale

404 N. Wood Dale Road

Wood Dale, IL 60191

RE: MUK 4896
Dear Mayor Johnson:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the City of
Wood Diale and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
("the Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4896.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the City of Wood Dale and you in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal
maierials which vou believe are relevant 1o the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. Ifno
response is received within 15 days, the Commission mav take further action based on the available
information.

This master will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.8.C. § 437g(a}(4)(B) and
§ 437g{a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matier 1o be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this mattez, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handiing

gomplaints.
i
Sincerely,
F. Andrew Turley /
Supervisory Attormey
Central Enforcement Docket
Enclosures

o 1. Complaint

Rt 2. Procedures

| 3. Designation of Counse] Statement
|
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 199¢

The Honorable Thomas Marcucci
City of Elmhurst

209 N. York Road

Elmhurst, L 60126

RE: MUR 4895

Dear Mayor Marcucci:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the City of
Elmhurst and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™. A copy of the compiaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 489%6. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the City of Elmhurst and you in this matter, Please submit any factual or legal
materiais which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which sheuld be addressed
to the General Counsel's Gffice, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. [fno
response is received within 15 days, the Commission may taice further action based on the available

information.

This maiter will remain coafidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(@)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a¥(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matfer to be made
nublic. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address ard telephene number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel {o receive any notifications and other communications from the

Commission.



if you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Comumissien's procedures for handling

complaints.
Stncerely,
‘ T2
- F. Andrew Turley
| :; Supervisory Attorndy
7 Central Enforcement Docket
e Enclosures

[. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

i
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

May 20, 1999
The Honorable John Geils
Village of Bensenville
700 W. Irving Park Road
Bensenville, IL 60106
RE: MUR 4896

Bear President Geils;

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the Village of
Bensenville and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended
{"the Act™). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 4896.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the Village of Bensenville and you in this matter. Please submit any faciusal or legal
maierials which you believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where
approprigie, statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which should be addressed
tc the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response is received within 15 days, the Conumnission may take further action based on the available
information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)}(B) and
§ 437g{a)(12){A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counzel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

F. Andrew Turley
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

The Honorable Ronald Ghiiardi
Village of Lisle

1040 Burlington Avenue

Lisle, IL. 60522

RE: MUR4896
Dear Mayor Ghilardi:

The Federal Election Commission received « complaint which indicates that the Village of
Lisle and you may have violated the Federal Election Carnpaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We bave numbered this matter MUR 4896. Please refer
to this number in ali future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonsteate in writing that no action should be
taken against the Village of Lisle and you in this maiter. Pleass submit any factual or legal materials
which yvou belisve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matier. Where appropriate,
statements should be submiited under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the
General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response is
received within 15 days, the Corumission may take further action based on the available information.

This matier will remain confidential in accordance with 2 ULS.C. § 437¢g(a}(4)(B) and
& 437g(a)(12)A) unless you notify the Commission in writing thai you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counsel to recaive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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1f you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints.

Sincerely,

Supervisory Attomey
{Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1992

The Honorable Paul jung
City of Des Plaines

1420 Miner Street

Des Plaines, IL. 600616

RE: MUR 4896

Dear Mayor Jung:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which indicates that the City of Des
Plaines and you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act™). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR. 4896. Please refer

to this npumber in all future correspondence,

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the City of Des Plaines and you in this matier. Please submit any factual or legal
materials which you believe are relevant to the Cornmission’s analysis of this matter. Where
appropriate, statemsnts should be submitted under oath. Your response, which shouid be addressed
to the General Counsel’s Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response iz received within 15 days, the Commission may take fusther action based on the available

information.

This matter will remain confideniial in accordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437(a){(12){A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend fo be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel, and
authorizing such counse! to receive any notifications and other communications from the

Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Conmission's procedures for handling
complaitts,

Sincerely,

E. Andrew Turley / -
Supervisory Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosures

i. Complaint

Z. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

May 20, 1999

Treasurer

Suburban (’Hare Commission
117 E. Green Street
Bensenville, IL. 60106

RE: MUR48%6

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Federal Election Comunission received a complaint which indicates that the Suburban
O’Hare Commission and you, as weasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Actof
1971, as amended ("the Act™). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter
MUR 4896, Please refer 1o this number in ali future correspondsnce.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be
taken against the Suburban O"Hare Cominission and you, as treasurer, in this matter. Please submit
any factual or legal maierials which vou believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submiited under cath, Your response, which
should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitied within 15 days of receipt of
this letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further action based
on the available information.

This matter wili remain confidential in sccordance with 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(4)(B) and
§ 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matier, please advise the Commission by
completing the enclosed form stating the name, address und {elephone number of such counsel, and
uthorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contaci Alva E. Smith at (202) 694-1650. For your
information, we have enclosed a brief deserption of the Commission's procedures for handling

complaints,

Sincerely,

Central bnforcement Docket

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement



